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of Elementary Classrooms (September, 1973)
Laurence Howard Kahn, B.S., Northeastern University
Directed by: Dr. Robert L. Sinclair
ABSTRACT
The central purpose of this study was to determine the relation-
ship between the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and
selected variables of the educational environment. The following three
research objectives were generated for the study based on a review of
existing research.
1. To determine to what extent teachers use behavioral objectives
in selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment
in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship between the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment.
The data for reaching these objectives were gathered from twenty-
two teachers and their 535 students in twelve schools of three school
systems. Five instruments were used for gathering data; two instruments
for describing the educational environment in elementary classrooms and
v
three for describing the extent to which teachers use behavioral objec-
tives. A classroom edition of the Elementary School Environment Survey
(ESES) was used to measure selected aspects of the classroom educational
environment. Scores were obtained for the dimensions of Alienation,
Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism, and Resources. At a time fol-
lowing the administration of the ESES to the student sample, three trained
researchers observed consecutively the educational environment of each
classroom. Each observer used a checklist consisting of items adapted
from the ESES.
The Supervisor Statement of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral
Objectives, Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Objectives and
the Interview Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher Use of Behav-
ioral Objectives were used to describe the extent of use of behavioral
objectives based on both participant and observer reporting. Questions
refer to those attributes of objectives most frequently mentioned in the
literature.
On the basis of statistical evidence and the various descriptions
of both the exte' of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment in elementary classrooms, the
three objectives were achieved. The findings of the investigation indi-
cated that there is variance in the use of behavioral objectives by
teachers, that selected variables of the educational environment,
though
less than ideal, seemed not to be damaged by the use of behavioral
vi
objectives, and that there are significant relationships (p<.05) be-
tween teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected variables of
the educational environment.
Specific findings of the data analysis provided sufficient evi-
dence to warrant the following conclusions:
1. The extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives was signifi-
cantly related to Alienation (-.45, p<.018). Humanism (.61,
p<.002), Morale (.37, pc. 045), and Resources (.58, p<.003)
in the educational environment as perceived by students.
2. The extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives was signifi-
cantly related to Alienation (-.40, p<.034), Humanism (.55,
p<.004), Autonomy (.46, p<.017). Morale (.45, p-c.019), and
Resources (.61, pc.002) in the educational environment as per-
ceived by observers.
3. Few teachers (eighteen percent) fully use a behavioral objective
approach. Most teachers (eighty-two percent) use units contain-
ing objectives, yet, few teachers (eighteen percent) use objec-
tives that are defi'1 ', d in behavioral terms. Many teachers (fifty
percent) use pre-tests in the units they teach, yet, few teachers
(thirty-two percent) use pre-tests which measure the behaviors
stated in the unit’s objectives. Most teachers (ninety-six per-
cent) have learning activities stated for each objective, yet,
fewer teachers (seventy-seven percent) use alternate learning
activities for each objective. Most teachers use post-tests in
the units they teach, yet, few teachers (twenty-three
percent)
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use post-tests which measure the behaviors stated in the unit's
objectives. Few teachers (twenty-three percent) use a record
keeping procedure characterized by the behavioral objectives
approach. All of the teachers (one hundred percent) use a tra-
ditional report card with letter grades for reporting student
progress to parents.
4. The educational environments in classrooms where behavioral ob-
jectives are used contain low levels of Alienation and Opportun-
ism, moderate levels of Humanism, Autonomy and Resources, and
moderate to high levels of Morale.
The results of this study, then, support the contention that the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objective 0 is significantly related
to selected components of the educational environment. Research of a
more experimental nature was recommended as a follow-up to the present
investigation. Such experimental study might begin with the findings of
the present inquiry, and should examine causal inferences for those re-
lationships found to be significant in the present study. Lastly, it is
hoped that the p’ sent stud/ will stimulate further investigation into
the use of behavioral objectives and the characteristics of educational
environment
.
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C I' A P T E R
THE PROBLEM
Introduction
During the last decade, behavioral objectives have become an
accepted though controversial part of school curricula. Behavioral
objectives are employed in many new and diverse educational enterprises;
including large-scale curriculum revisions, planning and evaluation
models, federally aided projects and performance contracts.
Though objectives are often cited by proponents and opponents
alike as the intrusion of a technical, systematic approach, there is
surprisingly little empirical attention given to the effects of objec-
tive usage.'*' The very sensibleness of the objective-based approach may
have obscured the need for research. Jenkins and Deno agree that re-
search on the use of behavioral objectives is needed. They state that,
"the logical arguments for v • ing behavioral objectives, which are com-
2
pelling, would be enhanced with some empirical data."~
1
W. James Popham, ed. Criterion Referenced Measurement, An
Introduction. (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Educational Technology
Publications, 1971), p. 45.
2
J. R. Jenkins and S. L. Deno. "Influence of Knowledge and
Types of Objectives on Subject-Matter Learning," Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology , 1971, 62 (1), p. 67.
2Articles published recently are often difficult to distinguish
fiom those written five to ten years ago. In 1960, for example, Goodlad
wrote the following statement, which needs no revLsion twelve years later:
"There appear to be no studies establishing an actual relationship be-
tween increased clarification of educational objectives and improved dis-
crimination in the selection of educational learning opportunities for
the student."^ This lack of research has hampered the transition of ob-
jectives from a popular issue to a practical everyday occurance in edu-
cational programs of all kinds. Developers of educational programs
using behavioral objectives often face decisions without precedent and
with no empirically-based guidance available.
Further research on behavioral objectives is urgently needed,
and the most basic unit of possible research seems to concern objectives
and the classroom. If behavioral objectives are to be used in an effec-
tive manner, then research must provide direction.
The various aspects of behavioral objectives have only begun to
be studied. Some curriculum theorists have defined objectives, others
^Compare articles by Benjamin S. Bloom, "Learning for Mastery,
Evaluation Comment (Newsletter), (Los Angeles: U.C.L.A. Center for the
Study of Evaluation Programs, May 1968); Elliot W. Eisner, "Educational
Objectives: Help or Hindrance," (Paper presented at the 50th Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago,
February 1966); W. James Popham, "Probing the Validity of Arguments
Against Behavioral Objectives," (Paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago,
February U > )
with those of David T. Miles and Roger E. Robinson, "Behavioral
Obj ec
tives: An Even Closer Look," Educational Technology , June 1971;
James
D. Raths, "Teaching Without Specific Objectives," Educational R
esearch
,
April 1971; and Asahel D. Woodruff and Philip G. Kapfer,
Behaviora
Objectives and Humanism in Education: A Question of Specificity,
Educational Technology , January 1972.
^John I. Goodlad. "Curriculum: The State of
the Field,
Review of Educational Research, 1960, 30 (3), p. 18 d.
have described their use. ’ Some researchers have investigated teachers'
skill in recognizing and writing proper behavioral objectives
.
(>
Others
have studied teachers attitudes toward the use of behavioral objectives 7
and students differential learning due to the use of this instructional
g
tool. One aspect that seems slighted for investigation is the relation-
ship between behavioral objectives and the educational environment of ele-
mentary classrooms.
Research has indicated that classroom environment is affected by
9teacher behavior. It is logical to assume that the use of behavioral
objectives is likely to affect teacher behavior; thus, there is reason to
believe that a relationship might exist between the use of behavioral ob-
jectives and the educational environment.
Benjamin S. Bloom, ed. Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, The
Classification of Educational Goals, Handbook I; Cognitive Domain
,
(New
York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1964): Muriel Gerhard. Effective
Teaching Strategies with the Behavioral Outcomes Approach
,
(West Nyack,
New Jersey: Parker Publishing, 1971); John 1. Goodlad. The Changing
School Curriculum
,
(The Georgian Press, Inc., 1966); Robert F. Mager.
Preparing Instructional Objectives
,
(Palo Alto, California: Fearon
Publishers, 1962); Ralph W. Tyler. Basic Principles of Curriculum and
Instruction
,
(Chicago: The University of Chicago, 1950).
^Amhers t-Pelham P,egional School District, Amherst, Massachusetts.
System Approach to Individualizing Instruction, Performance Objective
Program, An Evaluation Report, 1971-1972 .
7
A. M. Cohen. "Technology: Thee or Me? Behavioral Objectives
and the College Teacher," Educational Technology , November, 1970.
g
Jenkins and Deno. Op. cit .
^H. H. Anderson and J. E. Brewer. 'Studies of teachers class
room personalities, TI . Effects of teachers' Nominative and integrative
contacts on children's classroom behavior," ^\!2£LLeA. Psychology Monograph,
1945, No. 6.
4Uhat is the relationship between the use of behavioral objectives
and the educational environment of a classroom? Reports from teachers
using behavioral objectives offer varied perceptions. On the positive
side, some teachers report that behavioral objectives cause the "crea-
tion of an effective learning environment," one in which students are
"motivated," "learning is more enjoyable," "learning is increased," "the
teacher can help individuals more effectively," and the atmosphere ap-
pears to be "well organized" and "relaxed." On the negative side, some
report that the use of behavioral objectives causes the "creation of a
less effective learning environment," one in which "motivation is reduced,"
"learning is fragmented," "spontaneity is stifled" and "relationships be-
come impersonal. The intent of the present study is to describe the
educational environment in selected elementary classrooms where teachers
use behavioral objectives in an effort to provide guidance for educators
who implement a behavioral objective approach in the future.
Purpose of the Study
The present study is designed to achieve three purposes:
1. To determine to what extent teachers use behavioral objectives
in selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment in
classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship
between the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment.
^^Amherst-Pelham Regional School District. ^P_i— ’ P'
5Meaning of hducati onal Environment
Educational environment, as used in this study, includes physical,
psychological, social, and intellectual stimuli. "By environment, we mean
the conditions, forces and external stimuli which impinge upon the indi-
vidual
.
John Dewey would have concurred with this definition. He described
the environment as:
• . . the particular medium in which an individual exists which leads
him to see and feel one thing rather than another.
. . it strengthens
some beliefs and weakens others.
. . it gradually produces in him a
certain system of behavior. ... In brief, the environment consists
of those conditions that promote or hinder, stimulate or inhibit, the
characteristic of activities of a human being.
^
As indicated by Murray, the environment can be seen as providing
a stimulus to which individuals both attend and react. This stimulus
situation is described as a "potency" or press, and provides an individ-
ual with a perception of the complexities of environment. The same en-
vironment can be perceived differently by individuals with different needs.
Thus, a person's behavior is determined by the dynamic interaction be-
tween his unique needs and t.,e environmental press.
Murray provides two classifications of press, Alpha press and
Beta press.
In identifying press we have found it convenient to distinguish be-
tween (1) the Alpha press, which is the press that actually exists,
as far as scientific inquiry can determine it; and (2) the Beta
11
Benjamin S. Bloom. Stability and Change in Human Characteris-
tics
,
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964), p. 187.
^John Dewey. Democracy and Education , (New \ork: The Macmillan
Company, 1916), p. 11.
6press which is the subject's own interpretation of the phenomena
As conceptualized by Sinclair, and as used in this study, the
educational environment of the elementary classroom is described as:
. . . the conditions, forces, and external stimuli which foster
the development of individual characteristics. The environment
is recognized as a complex system of situational determinants
that exert an influence upon participating individuals.
. . .
This conceptualization of environment is based upon the assump-
tion that behavior is a function of the transactional relation-
ship between the individual and his environment.^
Using the rationale above, Sinclair developed the Elementary
School Environment Survey (ESES)
. The ESES secures the responses of
fifth and sixth grade students to eighty true/false items representing
the variables of practicality, propriety, community, awareness, and
scholarship. A revised form of the Elementary School Environment Survey
was developed by Sadker in 1971.'*"“’ He used factor analytic procedures
to generate six new environment factors— alienation, humanism, autonomy,
morale, opportunism, and resources.
The new educational variables are defined as:
Alienation
A high score of this factor demonstrates a feeling of estrangement
in the environment. This feeling of alienation could, in fact,
lead to destructive acts perpetrated against the school itself.
1 ^
ilenry A. Murray. Explorations in Personality , (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1938), p. 122.
^Robert Sinclair. "Elementary School Educational Environment:
Measurement of Selected Variables of Environmental Press," (Unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, UCLA, 1968), p. 3.
^ David Sadker. "Schools as Seen by Children: A Factor Anal-
ytic Study of the Perceptions of Fifth and Sixth Grade Students Toward
Elementary School Environments," (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Massachusetts, 1971).
7Environments which score low on this factor reflect the presence
of a student body which feels involved in school affairs. A sense
of belonging is emphasized in this environment, and sense of be-
longing is complemented by a concern for students. Students demon-
strate their involvement by internalizing school norms in such
areas as academic pursuits and obedience to school rules and regu-
lations. The atmosphere is congenial and there is a cohesiveness
and a sense of togetherness in this climate.
This factor, then, encompasses environmental characteristics such
as the presence or lack of cohesion, concern, and a sense of in-
volvement .
Humanism
The items in this factor reflect a concern for the value of the in-
dividual. It is a supportive climate that is marked by courtesy.
In addition, this value placed on the individual is carried over to
his personal acts of expression, specifically aesthetic expression.
This climate demonstrates a concern for creativity, and it is sup-
portive of poetry, music, painting and theatre.
A classroom characterized by this atmosphere is concerned with the
integrity of the individual and respect foi his cultural and aes-
thetic expressions.
Autonomy
A high score on this factor suggests an environment which supports
and encourages student independence. This climate suggests student
initiative as well as autonomy. Emphasis on procedures and super-
vision are minimized. Self-direction rather than the obedience to
rules of protocal is important. Individual differences, both in
opinion and academic interests are stressed. Another aspect of
this environment is that the lines of communication between learn-
ers and teach ^s are op* n and candid.
This environment affords the student the opportunity to share in
the responsibility for his own learning.
Morale
The statements in this factor relate to student attitude
towards
the school. A high score on this factor indicates a
friendly and
cheerful school environment. This environment may be
described as
a happy one on which learners and teachers have a
warm relationship.
A low score on this factor indicates a negative
student
towards the school, and suggests poor relations
between
and teachers as well as disruptive student
behavior.
attitude
learners
This factor is concerned with student attitudes
toward the school,
and the cooperating behavior which relates to
such attitudes.
8Opportunism
Th e items in this factor reflect an environment which is character-ized by behavior which adapts to expediency or circumstance. Ahigh score on this factor suggests a climate in which one gains
social capital and academic status by behaving in an appropriate
manner with important and powerful people. Informal political pro-
cedures and the importance of personal relationships are emphasized.
This environment seems to be characterized by entrepreneurial be-
havior and political maneuvering.
Resources
The items in this factor reflect the number of optional learning
opportunities available to and initiated for the students. The em-
phasis here is in the availability of in-class as well as extra-
class resources. Included in this category are such resources as
written materials, field trips, television, exhibits and music.
The availability of friendliness of the teacher as a supporting
service for learning is also included in the dimension. Schools
which score high on this factor offer a variety of learning oppor-
tunities to learners.
Sinclair's approach includes the use of the participant as a
reporter of the school atmosphere. The present study extends the work
of Sinclair in that it utilizes the concepts of both Alpha and Beta
presses. It has been assumed that individuals act not on the environment
as described by an observer, but on their perceptions of the environment.
It seems important, nonetheless, to validiate reports of the participants
against those of observers
Meaning of Behavioral Objective
Most influential on the wording of objectives has been Mager.
His criterion of an acceptable objective is:
Basically, a meaningfully stated objective is one that succeeds in
communicating to the reader the writer's instructional intent. It
is meaningful to the extent it conveys to others a picture (of what
a successful learner will be like) identical to the picture the
writer has in mind.l^
l^Sadker. Op . cit . , pp. 103-110.
-^Mager. Op. cit
. ,
p. 10.
9Further defined, the standard for objectives is that they clearly answer
the following questions:
1. Does the statement describe what the learner will be doing when
he is demonstrating that he has reached the objective?
2. Does the statement describe the important conditions (givens or
restrictions, or both) under which the learner will be expected
to demonstrate his competence?
3. Does the statement indicate how the learner will be evaluated?
Does it describe at least the lower limit of acceptable per-
formance?-*-®
Numerous writers have reworded the criteria stated above, but
in general there is agreement that an objective should contain a measur-
able student behavior, a context or statement of conditions in which
measurement will occur, and an acceptable level of performance.
Significance of the Study
The significance of this study is four-fold. One consideration
is the significance of behavioral objectives as a topic of investigation.
The behavioral objective approach is viewed as a major reform in American
curricula. Yet, there is little research available to assist educational
leaders using a behavioral objective approach in their decision-making.
The data gathered by this study will provide educators with information
to evaluate the effectiveness of this approach and the recommendations
will offer direction for the use of behavioral objectives.
Another important feature of the study is that the theoretical
base supporting the use of behavioral objectives may be enhanced. The
theoretical base describing the use of behavioral objectives is not new
18
Ibid.
,
p. 52.
to educational literature. As long Ago as HUB, Bobbitt offered a be-
havioral objective approach to curriculum development. 19 Since that
time, there has been scant research to suggest whether or not, or how
behavioral objectives should be used.
This study has further value in that the research thus far has
suggested relationships only between behavioral objectives and differ-
ential learning of students. In an era in which man has become aware
of the havoc inflicted on his natural environment, it seems particularly
appropriate for educators to examine the educational environment. Are
behavioral objectives among the pollutants of the classroom's ecology?
That we do not know the answer to this question is indicative of the
lack of maturity of the field of educational ecology.
Of particular significance is that the present study will offer
recommendations for further research. Different educational environments
affect children in different ways, and to ignore variance in classroom
environment is to limit understanding of behavioral differences in stu-
dents. Also, differential use of behavioral objectives is likely to af-
fect the nature of the educational environment. To increase understand-
ing of how behavioral objectives influence the educational environment,
it is necessary to study how these two dimensions are related.
By studying the relationships between behavioral objectives and
the educational environment, this study offers practical significance
for the improvement of education. Additionally, this study can be help-
ful by offering both research to support the theoretical base for the
19
John Franklin Bobbitt. The Curriculum , (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1918).
11
behavioral objective approach and a description of the nature of the
relationship between the educational environment and behavioral objec-
tives
.
Procedures
As stated previously, this study is designed to achieve three
obj ectives
:
1. To determine to what extent teachers use behavioral objectives
in selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment
in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship between the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment.
Sample
The sample is drawn from several school systems with different
demographic characteristics. '’’he use of selected school systems is in-
tended to provid sufficierL data for measuring the variability of ex-
tent of use of behavioral objectives both among systems and among the
classrooms within a system. Initially, extent of use of behavioral ob-
jectives is estimated by an instrument administered to supervisors.
This instrument asks the supervisor to rate, on an eleven-point scale,
the extent of use of behavioral objectives by each fifth and sixth grade
teacher under his supervision. From this larger population (sixty-seven
teachers)
,
a stratified sample of twenty-two teachers and their students
is drawn. This stratification is based upon the extent of teacher use
12
of behavioral objectives and utilizes an equal number of teachers scoring
in each stratum in order to make the sample more representative of a
larger population.
ins t rumen t
a
t 1 pi \ and Analysis
The investigator utilizes five instruments for gathering data;
two instruments for describing the educational environment in elementary
classrooms and three for describing the extent to which teachers use be-
havioral objectives. The investigator describes the educational environ-
ment of elementary classrooms based on data obtained through the use of
20both Alpha and Beta presses as defined by Murray. The students (Beta
press) are administered the Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES)
21developed by Sinclair and Sadker. The ESES secures the responses of
fifth and sixth grade students to forty-two true/ false items representing
the variables of Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism, and
Resources. At a time following the administration of the ESES to the stu-
dent sample, three trained observers (Alpha press) observe consecutively
the educational environment of each classroom. Each observer uses a
checklist consis ng of items adapted from the ESES.
Descriptive statistics appropriate to the data generated are
utilized. Specifically, means are computed to determine the relative
levels of a given environment factor in different classrooms. Means are
reported in the form of a profile for each classroom. Standard devia-
tions are computed to determine the variance of each factor both within
“^Murray. Loc. cit .
‘'^Sinclair . Op. ci t., and Sadker, Op. d_l_t .
13
classrooms and between different classrooms. Additionally, differences
between the data obtained from the instruments based on Alpha and Beta
presses are reported.
In order to determine the extent of use of behavioral objectives,
three instruments are utilized. These instruments describe the extent
of use of behavioral objectives based on both observer and participant
reports. The first of three instruments designed by the investigator
measures the extent of use of behavioral objectives as reported by teach-
ers. Questions refer to those attributes of objectives most frequently
mentioned in the literature. The number of items is adjusted where neces-
sary to obtain a balance of topics. Both forced-choice and open-ended
questions are used.
The second instrument used to determine the extent of use of be-
havioral objectives is a checklist administered during an interview with
each teacher. During the interview, each teacher is asked to display and
explain a recently completed unit of instruction for mathematics. The in-
terviewer reports extent of use of behavioral objectives based on whether
or not objectives exist and are stated in behavioral terms, as well as
whether pre-tests, learning activities, evaluation, record-keeping
and
reports of student progress are commensurate with usage as
characterized
by the behavioral objective approach.
The third instrument designed to determine the extent
of use of
behavioral objectives is administered to one or more supervisors
of the
teachers in the sample. The supervisors have had
the opportunity to ob-
serve the teachers on more than one occasion and
are considered to be a
The instrument asks the supervisors to
rate on an
valuable data source.
eleven point scale the extent of use of behavioral objectives by each
teacher under his supervision.
Extent of use of behavioral objectives is reported as a composite
score. The composite score describing the extent of teacher use of be-
havioral objectives is determined by scoring the Supervisor Statement,
Teacher Survey
,
and the Interview Checklist
,
correlating the scores of
the three instruments with each other, and building the composite based
on the results of the correlation of the three instruments. The scores
which are significantly related (p<;.05) are standardized. The composite
score describing the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives is
determined by adding these z-scores together. Additionally, differences
between the data obtained from the three instruments is reported.
Finally, in order to determine if there aie significant relation-
ships between the extent of use of behavioral objectives and the educa-
tional environment of elementary classrooms, appropriate correlational
techniques are employed.
Delimitatd :>ns of the Study
The findings in the present study are considered to be of an
exploratory nature and are looked upon as data which will suggest fur-
ther experimental research. The data should be treated with a level of
confidence commensurate with the design and its delimitations should be
taken into consideration.
Instrument Delimitations
The ESES has been used once only for classroom measurement.
Although the changes for the purpose of the present study are
minimal,
15
and although some assessments of reliability and validity are made, the
limited sampling suggests that the findings should be viewed as tentative
until further studies are made.
The observation checklist accompanying the ESES has never been
used before. Presently, questions can be raised concerning its relia-
bility, validity and its direct correlation to the ESES itself.
The instruments designed to measure the extent of use of behav-
ioral objectives are new. There is limited data available to describe
their reliability and validity. Thus, the findings related to these in-
struments must be seen as tentative.
Cause-Effect Relationships
The present study does not determine the nature of causal rela-
tionships linking the two major variables. This study does, however,
provide information which, in conjunction with the results of earlier
studies, offers direction for further experimental studies to help de-
termine cause-effect relationships between the extent of teacher use of
behavioral objectives and selected variables of the educational environ-
ment of elemental/ classrooms.
Generalization
Generalization of the findings in the present study is necessar-
ily qualified by the fact that the schools selected for the sample are
all public institutions. No attempt is made to include private schools
in the sample. Further, the sample of classrooms is drawn solely
from
the Western Massachusetts area. Thus, the data obtained from the
schools
in the sample population is limited to that population.
The following chapters chronicle the investigation. Chapter II
considers the concepts and research relevant to the study. Chapter III
describes the methodology. The selection of the sample, procedures for
collecting and reporting data, and the instruments employed are presented
in detail. Chapter IV offers an analysis of the data and discussion of
the findings. Chapter V draws conclusions and offers recommendations
for further inquiry into the use of behavioral objectives.
CHAPTER LI
CONCEPTS AND RELATED RESEARCH
This chapter includes reviews of the concepts and research
relevant to the current investigation. The chapter is divided into
three sections. The first section offers a review of the literature
intended to describe the conceptual base and research related to the
behavioral objective approach. The second section describes the con-
ceptual base and research related to educational environment. The
third section offers empirical support for the relationship between
teacher behavior and the classroom educational environment.
Behavioral Objectives—A Conceptual Base
The behavioral objective approach has held a central position
in curriculum study for the past decade. Even though this approach has
caused much recent debate, it is hardly new to educational literature.
Bobbitt argued in 1918 in The Curriculum :
The central 1 _ory is SLmple. Human life, however varied consists
in its performance of specific activities. Education that prepares
definitely and adequately for theses specific activities is one that
prepares for life. However numerous and diverse they may be for
any social class, they can be discovered. This requires that one
go out into the world of affairs and discover the particulars of
which these affairs consist. These will show the abilities, habits,
appreciations, and forms of knowledge that men need. These will
be
the objectives of the curriculum. They will be numerous , definite
,
and particularized. The curriculum will then be that series
o ex-
perience which childhood and youth must have by way of
attaining
those objectives.-*-
1
John Franklin Bobbitt. The Curriculum , (Boston:
Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1918), p. 5.
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Bobbitt suggested that we approach curriculum development scientifically:
study life carefully to identify needed skills, divide these skills into
specific units, organize these units into experiences and provide these
experiences to children.
Bobbitt was not alone in the belief that objectives should be
stated clearly and specifically. Tyler provided a rationale for the be-
havioral objective approach to instruction. He presented four questions
which should serve as guidelines in developing any curriculum:
1. What educational purposes should the school seek to attain?
2. What educational experiences can be provided that are likely
to attain these purposes?
3. How can these educational experiences be effectively organized?
2
4. How can we determine whether these purposes are being attained?
Although Tyler emphasized a curriculum building process, he did
speak directly to the wording of objectives. "Since the real purpose of
education is not to have the instructor perform certain activities but
to bring about significant changes in the students' patterns of behavior,
it becomes important to recognize that any statement of the objectives of
m3
the school should be a statement of changes to take place in students.
"The most useful form for stating objectives is to express them in terms
which identify both the kind of behavior to be developed in the student
„4
and the content, or area of life in which this behavior is to operate.
Tyler, contrary to most recent authors, favored more general objectives
^Ralph W. Tyler. Basic Principles of Curriculum and Inst
ruction,
(Chicago: The University of Chicago, 1950), p. 1.
3 Ibid.
,
p. 44.
4 Ibid.
,
p. 46.
1 ?
rather than specific objectives. "In both the behavioral and content
sections of an objective, generality is preferred.""*
Goodlad expanded Tyler's rationale and cited the need for a con-
ceptual system for working with curriculum. He defined "a curriculum"
as a set of intended learnings and "curriculum" as the study of the
processes of selecting, justifying and arranging these learnings. ^ a
curriculum is the product of a set of decisions in which means are deter-
mined. Goodlad called for rationality in curriculum planning, checking
the relationships of the means to the ends by both logical and empirical
s t udy
.
He offered this model for curriculum planning:
1. Selection of values;
2. Formulation of educational aims;
3. Refinement into specific objectives;
4. Selection of learning opportunities;
5. Designation of the organizing centers for learning.
Here Goodlad agreed with Tyler in points 2, 3 and 4, but disagreed in
data sources. Tyler would l^rn to three data sources—society, learn-
ers, subject matter specialists—design objectives, and then filter them
through philosophical and psychological screens. Goodlad proposed
"turning to values as the primary data source in making all subsequent
curricular decisions."
7
For him, the decision-making process involved
"* lb i d
.
,
p . 56 .
6 John I. Goodlad. The Changing School Curriculum, (The
Georgian
Press, Inc., 1966), pp. 11-13.
7
Ibid.
,
p • 27.
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more than mere analysis of data; it included the utilization of values
and data, simultaneously.
It seems that teachers do not follow the advice of Tyler or
Goodlad. Often the question posed by the beginning teacher is, "What
shall I do?". Popham and Baker prefer a more functional question— "What
O
do 1 want my learners to become?". The first question focuses attention
on the teacher instead of the student and on instructional means rather
than on the results these means are intended to produce. The authors'
insistence on use of the second question stems from a recognition of the
need to shift away from merely satisfying the needs of the teacher to
satisfying the needs of the students. Use of the first question is re-
ferred to as a "means-referenced instructional model" and evaluation of
teacher effectiveness within this model is usually done best by an ob-
server drawing inferences concerning instructional competence. Various
research instruments have been designed in recent years to obtain data
from classroom observation to make teacher evaluation more objective.
Nevertheless, study of the means employed depicts nothing of the resul-
tant students’ learning. Clearly, if the teacher is employed to promote
learning, then e\aluation must be in terms of that resultant learning.
A "goal-referenced instructional model," measures effectiveness in terms
of student goals. Thus, "What do I want my learners to become?" becomes
the starting point for curricular decisions. The teacher must decide
what observable behavior his learners should have at the conclusion of
instruction. Popham argued:
®W. James Popham, and Eva L. Baker. Systematic Instruction,
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1970), p. 7.
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Measurable Instructional objectives are designed to counteract whatis to me the most serious deficit in American education today, name-ly, a preoccupation with process without assessment of consequences.
Measurable objectives are designed in part to alleviate that particu-lar difficulty. There are at least three realms in which measurable
objectives have considerable potential dividends; in curriculum (what
goals are selected); in instruction (how to accomplish those goals);
and in evaluation (determining whether objectives of the instruction-
al sequence have been realized).
9
From this perspective, a teacher or student can be evaluated in
terms of having reached or not having reached specified goals. The cur-
riculum itself can be examined as to the appropriateness of the objectives
and the means-ends relationship of those activities designed to reach the
objectives. Results of this form of evaluation are much more useful than
the results of an evaluation of a teacher's behavior in the classroom.
Bloom stated:
Most students (perhaps over ninety percent) can master what we have
to teach them and it is the task of instruction to find the means
which will enable our students to master the subject under consider-
ation. Our basic task is to determine what we mean by mastery of
the subject and to search for the methods and materials which will
enable the largest proportion of our students to attain such mas-
tery . 10
To the curriculum writer, "what we mean by mastery" would be sig-
nified in terms c measurable student objectives. These statements then
become the basis for activities associated with education. Textbooks no
longer dictate the student's experiences, but rather they become subor-
dinate to the design of the curriculum. Educational activities then
9
W. James Popham. "Practical Ways of Improving Curriculum via
Measurable Objectives," The Bulletin of the National Association of
Secondary School Principals , 355 (May, 1971), p. 76.
10
Benjamin S. Bloom. "Learning for Mastery," Evaluation Comment
(Newsletter), (Los Angeles: U.C.L.A. Center for the Study of Evaluation
of Instructional Programs, May, 1968), p. 1.
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become the methods by which teachers help learners to attain goals.
Gagne described the importance of defining educational objectives as
follows
:
Possibly the most fundamental reason of all for the central impor-
tance of defining educational objectives is that such definition
makes possible the basic distinction between content and method.
It is the defining of objectives that brings an essential clarity
into the area of curriculum design and enables both educational
planners and researchers to bring their practical knowledge to bear
on the matter. As an example to the kind of clarification which
results from defining content as "descriptions of the expected
capabilities of students," the following may be noted. Once ob-
jectives have been defined, there is no step in curriculum design
that can legitimately be entitled "selecting content." This is
because the capabilities of the learner are directly derivable
from the objectives themselves, as when from the objective "adds
fractions" one derives the content statement "capability of adding
fractions." One can select textbooks, motion pictures, laboratory
equipment even teachers; but one does not select content. 11-
Educators persist in forcing students to experience various ac-
tivities--lectures
,
discussions, movies, laboratory periods, et cetera
—
without telling them the reason. Certainly the student would be much
more likely to reach the desired learning if the objectives of the ac-
tivity were given to him. As education is now commonly practiced, the
student has to guess how the teacher will test him. "Down with guessing
games!" demanded jjeterline. "Students should not have to play guessing
games about objectives; students should not have difficulty discrimin-
ating objectives from instructional clarification content, irrelevant
,,12
content or enrichment and interest only content."
^Robert M. Gagne. "Curriculum Research and the Promotion of
Learnings," Perspective of Curriculum Evaluation , edited by R. Athanel
Smith, (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1967), pp . 21-22.
"^William A. Deterline. "The Secrets We Keep from Students,"
edited by Miriam B. Kapfer, (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Educational
Technology Publications, 19 71).
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Just as the reasons for a behavioral objective approach to in-
struction are extremely varied, so too are the views concerning the
statement of the objective. A hierarchical structure of educational
goals was designed by Bloom and his associates and this has served as
a framework for many writers of objectives. Bloom wrote:
We are of the opinion that although the objectives and test mater-
ials and techniques may be specified in an almost unlimited number
of ways, the student behaviors involved in these objectives can be
represented by a relatively small number of classes. 13
Of the cognitive or knowledge domain, Bloom stated:
As the taxonomy is now organized, it contains six major classes:
1:00 Knowledge
2:00 Comprehension
3:00 Application
4:00 Analysis
5:00 Synthesis
6:00 Evaluation 1 ^
In a later volume, Krathwohl, Bloom and Masia designated further
categories of affective or attitudinal objectives as follows:
1.0 Receiving
2.0 Responding
3.0 Valuing
4.0 Organization
^
5.0 Characti xzation by a value or value complex.
^
^Benjamin Bloom, ed. Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, The
Classification of Educational Goals, Handbook I: Cognitive Domain ,
(New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1964), p. 12.
^
Ibid
.
,
p. 18.
^David R. Krathwohl, Benjamin S. Bloom, and Bertram B. Masia.
Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, The Classification of Educational
Goals
,
Handbook II: Affective Domain , (New York: David McKay Company,
Inc
. ,
1964)
,
p . 35
.
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Most recent curriculum writers specify a methodology of curric-
ulum preparation within these affective categories. A third domain, the
psychomotor, has been categorized by Harrow but as yet has not had the
1 f)
effect of the earlier volumes.
Most influential on the definition of objectives has been Mager.
His criterion of an acceptable objective is:
Basically, a meaningfully stated objective is one that succeeds in
communicating to the reader the writer's instructional intent. It
is meaningful to the extent it conveys to others a picture (of what
a successful learner will be like) identical to the picture the
writer has in mind.^
Further defined, the standard for objectives is that they clearly
answer the following questions:
1. Does the statement describe what the learner will be doing when
he is demonstrating that he has reached the objective?
2. Does the statement describe the important conditions (givens or
restrictions, or both) under which the learner will be expected
to demonstrate his competence?
3. Does the statement indicate how the learner will be evaluated?
Does it describe at least the lower limit of acceptable per-
formance?-^®
Numerous writers hav<* reworded this criterion, but in general
there is agreement that an objective should contain a measurable student
behavior, a context or statement of conditions in which measurement will
occur, and an acceptable level of performance.
^Anita J. Harrow. Taxonomy of Psychomotor Domain: A Guide
for Developing Behavioral Objectives , (New York: David McKay Company,
Inc., 1972).
17Robert F. Mager. Preparing Instructional Objectives , (Palo
Alto, California: Fearon Publishers, 1962), p. 10.
18
Ib id
. ,
p. 52.
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Yet conflict is in evidence. The following examples of objec-
tives illustrate some of the existing disagreement about the definition
of objectives.
1. To write clear and well-organized reports of social studies
projects
.
iy
2. Ability to analyze, in a particular work of art, the relation-
ship of materials and means of production to the "elements" and
to the organization. 20
3. Given a human skeleton, the student must be able to correctly
identify by labeling at least forty of the following bones;
there will be no penalty for guessing (list of bones inserted
here) . 21
4. Deliberately examine a variety of viewpoints on controversial
issues with a view to forming opinions about them. 22
5. To improve the math skills of fourth-grade students in adding
unlike fractions, as determined by Gores Test of Fractions, so
that out of twenty-five additional problems, eighty percent of
the students get at least twenty-one out of twenty-five answers
correct . 23
6. Students will exhibit positive attitudes toward "school" and
"teacher" by selecting, from a list of positive and negative
adjectives, adjectives having positive connotations as descrip-
tive of these dimensions . 24
The writers of each of the preceding statements refer to them as
behavioral objectives. Obvously, there is a disagreement extending from
19
Tyler. cit
.
, P- 30.
2
^Bloom. 0£^_ cit , P- 148.
21^ xMager
.
22j_ cit
.
> P- 49.
^ 2Krathwohl
.
0p^_ cit
.
, P-
2 %. H. McAshan . Writing Behavioral Objectives , (New York:
Harper and Row Publishers, 19 70), p. 36.
2 ^Attitude Toward School Grade K-12 , (Los Angeles, Caliiornia.
Instructional Objective Exchange, 1970), p. 17.
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the general goals such as numbers one and two, to the specific ends of
Mager (number three) or McAshan (number five) who requires two evalua-
tion criteria phrases—one for the individual learner and one for the
class. There are differences as to proper wording as well as to degree
of measurability. Nevertheless, these writers agree that learning ob-
jectives should be written in terms of student behavior, and that they
be worded in such a way that they can be clearly measured. Mager's re-
quirement, that an objective convey to the reader the precise instruc-
tional intent of the writer, is also agreed upon. Ideally, the context
of the evaluation, the expected student behavior and the level of per-
formance considered acceptable should be included in the statement of an
ob j ective
.
Naturally not every one involved with curriculum supports the
use of behavioral objectives. In an analysis of the behavioral approach,
Eisner stated:
At first view this seems to be a reasonable way to proceed with cur-
riculum construction; one should know where he is headed before em-
barking on a trip. Yet, while the procedure of first identifying
activities is logically defensible, it is not necessarily the most
psychologically efficient way to proceed. One can, and teachers
often do, identify acti-'-'ties that seem useful, appropriate or rich
in educational opportunities and from a consideration of what can
be done in class identify the objectives or possible consequences
of using these activities . 25
Eisner argued in support of what he called "expressive objec-
tives":
Expressive objectives differ considerably from instructional objec-
tives. An expressive objective does not specify the behavior the
student is to acquire after having engaged in one or more learning
^Elliott W. Eisner. "Educational Objectives: Help or Hin
drance," (Paper presented at the 50th Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Chicago, February, 1966), p. 5.
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activities. An expressive objective describes an educational en-
counter: it identifies a situation in which children are to work, aproblem with which they are to cope, a task they are to engage in—
n0t Specify what from that encounter, situation /problem,
r task they are to learn. An expressive objective provides both theteacher and the student with an invitation to explore, defer or focus
on issues that are of peculiar interest or import to the inquirer.An expressive objective is evocative rather than prescriptive 26
Atkin felt that "certain types of innovation, highly desirable
ones, are hampered and frustrated by demands for behavioral objectives."
He continued:
1. Behavioral objectives assume that we either know or can readily
identify the educational objectives for which we strive, and
therefore the educational outcomes that result from our program.
2. Instituting behavioral objectives may result in gradual disap-
pearance of worthwhile learning activities.
3. Early articulation of behavioral objectives by the curriculum
developer inevitably tends to limit tht range of his exploration.
4. It is impractical to pursue all goals thoroughly.
5. Behavioral goals force teachers not to capitalize on opportune
moments for effectively teaching. Riveting the teachers' atten-
tion to a few behavioral goals provides him with blinders that
may limit his range.
6. Behavioral goals imply methods of assessment. But goals are de-
rived from our needs and philosophies. They are not and should
not be derived from _
.y measures. 27
Raths made the point that the specificity as required by behavioral
28
objectives runs counter to teachers' values of humanism and intellectualism.
Elliott W. Eisner. "Instructional and Expressive Educational
Objectives: Their Formulation and Use in Curriculum," (Mineographed)
,
p. 15.
22
J. Myron Atkin. "Behavioral Objectives in Curriculum Design,"
The Science Teacher
,
May, 1968.
28James D. Raths. "Specificity as a Threat to Curriculum Reform,"
(Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Re-
search Association, Chicago, February, 1968).
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MacDonald and Wolfson summarized the criticism as follows:
1. Behavioral objectives are trivial and superficial.
2. The determination of behavioral objectives is usually arbitrary
and inappropriate.
3. A statement of behavioral objectives as a guide to teaching is
necessarily incomplete and inadequate.
4. The approach is just not helpful to the teachers in the class-
room. 29
Other arguments have been offered in opposition to a behavioral
objective approach. Teachers are threatened by evaluation and students
by the threat of being programmed. Many of these anxieties concerning
the objective approach are countered by Popham in a paper in which he
30
refutes a number of opposing arguments. Since nearly all arguments
either for or against a behavioral objective approach seem to be based
primarily on deductive reasoning, there is a great need for empirical
data.
Despite the conflicting positions, some essentials are widely
agreed upon, and these should be distinguishable. Broad educational
goals, derived from a thoroughly considered philosophy of education,
should yield mort specific student behavioral objectives. These objec-
tives should then be associated with alternative learning activities
offering the student more than one route to achieve the objective. Stu-
dent evaluation must, therefore, be based on attainment of specified
^ James B. MacDonald and Bernice J. Wolfson. "A Case
Against
Behavioral Objectives," (Paper presented to the Association for Super-
vision and Curriculum Development, Chicago, 1969), pp.
1-5.
30
W. James Popham. "Probing the Validity of Arguments
Against
Behavioral Objectives," (Paper presented at the Annual Meeting ot e
American Educational Research Association, Chicago,
February, 196 ).
29
objectives
-a pre-determined performance criteria—rather than an eval-
uation of relative position among peers.
Behavioral Objectives—Related Research
Discussions about objectives abound and can be found in vari-
eties of journals and books. These statements concerning objectives
tend to appeal in a logical fashion to many, yet appear to be lacking
in guidance for practical application.
Much harder to locate are research studies dealing with actual
effects of using behavioral objectives. Eisner specified five areas of
needed research concerning the utility of behavioral objectives:
1. The relationship between the way educational objectives are
formulated and their quality;
2. The extent to which teachers have objectives;
3. The effect of educational objectives on curriculum planning;
4. The effect of educational objectives on instruction; and
5. The usefulness of educational objectives in facilitating learn-
ing. 31
Eisner adds, "Alt 1 'ugh such questions are complex, they are important
objects for empirical attention. When one looks for research on these
questions, one soon finds that for the most part they have been neglect-
ed." 32
The present study incorporates two of Eisner's suggestions.
This investigation extends point number two. It seems more important
31
32
Eisner.
Ibid.
Op. cit . P- 11 .
ex-
to discover to what extent teachers "use" objectives than to what
tent teachers "have" objectives. Some teachers have instructional units
with clearly defined objectives, which may never be used
. Also, the
study investigates a specific effect of educational objectives on in-
struction (point number four); that is, the relationship between the
extent of use of behavioral objectives and the educational environment
of elementary classrooms.
A study by Ammons noted that methods suggested for determining
educational objectives tended to be incomplete, non-explicit and ambig-
uous as to defy validation by empirical means. Perhaps her study's most
significant contribution was demonstrating that inquiry about objectives
could be conducted. She used objectives developed at high levels within
a school system and found no factors which could be related to teachers'
usage. Other findings included that "some systems do not have objec-
tives" and the "teachers in this study appear to base their instruction-
al programs on what they customarily have done rather than on the system's
33
educational objectives."
More recent studies - ’-e of two types: those that try to identify
differential learning in students when taught by behavLorally-stated ob-
jectives versus more generally-stated objectives; and those that seek to
identify differences in teachers' effectiveness when given objectives or
operating in a system supporting such use.
Two similar studies were conducted by Baker and by Jenkins and
Deno. Baker provided teachers with behavioral and non-behavioral
^Margaret Ammons. "An Empirical Study of Process and Product
in Curriculum Development," Journal of Educational Research , 5 7 (1964),
p. 457.
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objectives for a specific unit of instruction. Jenkins and Deno also
provided objectives to three different groups-a teacher only group, a
teacher and student group, and a student only group. 34 student learn-
ing was measured and no significant differences were found in either
study. Baker also asked the teachers given behavioral objectives in
her study to select the test items which directly measured the objec-
tives that they had been given and they were unable to do better than
chance level. Discussions of results in both studies postulate that
lack of teacher training and practice in using objectives may explain
the lack of learning differences. Both studies note the need to study
further whether the teachers recognize the value of objectives and use
them appropriately. Even if teachers do understand what behavioral ob-
jectives are, one still must assess the extent to which teachers are
committed to producing pupil achievement."
Mager's statement of promoting learning was used as a base for
a study by Hastings. Mager said, "If you give each learner a copy of
36your objective you may not have to do much else." Hastings provided
a class of graduate student with a set of prepared objectives and told
them to "report back for evaluation of mastery when you feel you are
37
ready." A control group receiving no objectives was maintained also.
Q /
j . R. Jenkins and S. L. Deno. "Influence of Knowledge and
Types of Objectives on Subject-Matter Learning," Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology
,
1971, 62^ (1), p. 67.
35
e . l. Baker. "Effects of Student Achievement of Behavioral
and Non-Behavioral Objectives," Journal of Experimental Education ,
1969, 37 (4), p. 8.
^Mager. Op . cit .
,
p. 53.
^Glen R. Hastings. "Independent Learning Based on Behavioral
Objectives," Journal of Educational Research , 1972, 65 (9), p. 415.
<2
Student learning was measured and it was found that "students who were
given a set of behaviorally written instructional objectives and allowed
to press forward toward achievement of those objectives independently,
did as well as or better than students who were taught in a controlled
or instructor oriented setting.
In another study, Piatt found that seventh graders whose teach-
ers were trained to write behavioral objectives achieved significantly
higher scores on subtests of computation and concepts that those whose
teachers had no such training.
^
Other studies by Popham focusing directly on the teacher com-
pared the performance of experienced teachers with housewives and stu-
dents, and reported:
None of these investigations revealed a significant difference
favoring the experienced teachers. The investigators concluded
that experienced teachers are simply not more experienced at accom-
plishing prespecified behavior changes in learners. There undoubt-
edly must be training provided for teachers so they acquire the
skills necessary to efficiently achieve such behavior changes. ^0
Cohen reports a study of the values and perceptions of junior
college faculty and student^ The three colleges chosen varied in in-
stitutional commitment to the use of objectives from strong to none.
The pattern of response to the faculty questionnaire suggested that
38
Ibid.
39
Robert George Piatt. "An Investigation of the Effect the
Training of Teachers in Defining, Writing and Implementing Educational
Behavioral Objectives Has on Learner Outcomes for Students Enrolled in
a Seventh Grade Mathematics Program in the Public Schools," 1970,
(ERIC, DA 30A: 3352)
.
40 o uPopham. Op. cit .
,
p • 45
.
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row of the Instructors at any of the colleges considered objectives
f . 41useful
.
In summary, the scant research suggests that specified objec-
tives sometimes do and sometimes do not produce increased student
learning, and such research raises questions concerning the role of
the teacher. Teachers who were given objectives did not seem to sense
their value nor were they committed to using them. When objectives
were imposed on an instructional situation, they did not affect the
teacher's behavior.
The need for further research concerning the uses and effects
of behavioral objectives has been stated repeatedly. The present study
will describe the extent to which teachers use behavioral objectives.
Further, this study shall add to knowledge about objectives by describ-
ing the relationship between the extent of use of behavioral objectives
and certain aspects of the educational environment of elementary class-
rooms .
Educational Environment—A Conceptual Base
The relationship between the individual and his environment has
42
been investigated by a wide range of educators, including Murray,
Z>1
A. M. Cohen. "Technology: Thee or Me? Behavioral Objectives
and the College Teacher," Educational Technology , November 1970, p. 60.
Z>2
Henry A. Murray. Explorations in Personality , (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1938).
a . A3 44 / cAnastasi, Bloom, and Pace and Stern. 5 Given the large amount of
time that children spend in the classroom, it seems logical to assume
that the classroom environment is an important factor in determining
the child's behavior and development.
The theoretical approach to environment in the present study is
based on the work of Murray. In constructing his theory of personality,
Murray identified two primary influences on human behavior, need and
press. Need as defined by Murray, refers to a hypothetical force within
an individual which determines his movements toward or away from stimu-
lus situations. Press is essentially the stimulus situation within
the total environment to which the individual both attends and reacts
and is defined as an aspect of the total environment which helps or
hinders the goal-oriented behavior of the individual. This may be clas-
sified as either positive or negative, depending on the needs of the in-
47dividual. The same environment will, therefore, be perceived differ-
ently by individuals with different needs. There is a close relationship
between the individual and his environment and the individual's behavior
/ J
Anne Anastasi. "Heredity, Environment and the Question, How?",
Psychological Review
,
65 (1058), pp. 196-207.
^Benjamin Bloom. Stability and Change in Human Characteristics ,
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964).
^Robert C. Pace and George G. Stem. "Approach to the Measure-
ment of Psychological Characteristics of College Environments," Journal
of Educational Psychology , 49 (1958), pp . 269-277.
^Murray. Op . cit . , p. 122.
47
Ibid.
,
p. 39.
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is determined by the dynamic interaction between his unique needs and
the environmental press.
The phenomenon of environmental press is classified by Murray
into two categories, Alpha press and Beta press. Alpha press is the
press that actually exists, as far as scientific inquiry can determine
it. Beta press is defined as the subject's own interpretation on the
phenomenon that he perceives. 48 The significance of distinguishing be-
tween the two is that measurement of the Alpha press can produce, pos-
sibly, a different description of the environment than as assessment of
the Beta press; thus, there could be a difference between the analysis
of the environment by an "outside" observer and the participating indi-
vidual's perceptions of that environment.
The present study uses Murray's concepts of both Alpha and Beta
press. Although both Alpha and Beta press have advantages peculiar to
each, several factors contributed to the selection of both presses. One
assumption which speaks to the advantages of using Beta press is that
students are the primary concern in education. It seems most appropriate
to give their perceptions o P the educational environment priority.
Secondly, if a primary goal of education is to help change student be-
havior, given evidence that the individual's perception of his environ-
ment is a major determinant of his behavior, it is important that edu-
cators be aware of these perceptions. Lastly, while it is important to
note that few assessments of the classroom environment have been made
using Beta press, it seems important, also, to validate reports of the
participants against those of observers. The most noted methods for
48
Ibid.
,
p. 122.
Medley andmeasuring classroom environments, those of Flanders,
^
Mitzel
,
Walberg, 51 and Withall, 52 use Alpha press. This investiga-
tion will examine both participant and observer perceptions—what both
participants and observers report about the conditions and happenings
of the elementary classroom.
Another contributor to the design of this study is Bloom. Bloom
attempted to identify an individual's "stable" characteristics and to
determine the extent to which these characteristics are stabilized at
53
various ages.
Stable characteristics have three defined elements. First, they
are non-reversible. Once an increment of development is added, it can-
not be lost. Secondly, the greatest amount of developmental change
occurs early, after which stability follows. Finally, basic character-
istics are more likely to stable than superficial ones. Bloom has at-
tempted to identify the rate and pattern of the development of human
characteristics. In order to meet his objective of identifying critical
stages in the development of various characteristics and to determine
^Ned A. Flanders. Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes, and
Achievement, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Office of Education, 1965).
50
Donald M. Medley and Harold Mitzel. "A Technique for Measur-
ing Classroom Behavior," Journal of Educational Psychology , 49_ (1958),
pp. 85-92.
’'‘Herbert J. Walberg. "Teacher Personality and Classroom Cli-
mate," Psychology in the Schools , .5 (1968).
^ 2
J. Withall. "The Development of a Technique for the Measure-
ment of the Social-Emotional Climate in the Classroom," Journal of
Experimental Education , 1
7
(1949).
53Bloom. Op. cit .
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wh.1 t factors affect this development, he examined the findings of a
variety of longitudinal studies. A number of his findings are portion-
larly relevant to the present study.
Bloom places much emphasis on the importance of attending to
the environment as it affects the development of certain human charac-
teristics. Many of these characteristics are the concern of elementary
schools. Among these are intelligence, personality, and achievement.
Bloom places particular emphasis on the role of environment in
affecting the development of these important human characteristics.
Bloom is "of the opinion that much of the stability.
. . reported in
this work is really a reflection of environmental stability. That is,
the stability of a characteristic for a group of individuals may, in
fact, be explained by the constancy of their environment over time."
5Zf
The present study has a theoretical relation to Bloom’s work
because of its emphasis on the impact of early environments on human
development. "The evidence presented suggests that early environment
is likely to be the significant one for the development of many of these
55
characteristics." Bloom 'nphasizes just how early several achieve-
ment characteristics are developed with the following statement:
We may conclude from our results on general achievement, reading
comprehension, and vocabulary development that by age nine (grade
three) at least fifty percent of the general achievement pattern
at age eighteen (grade twelve) has been developed, whereas at
least seventy-five percent of the pattern has been developed by
about age thirteen (grade seven).
54 t , . ,Ibid.
,
p. 223.
-^Ibid.
,
p. 229.
56Ibid.
,
p. 105.
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According to Bloom, the environment of elementary schools is a
particularly importcint area for study for two reasons. First, because
environment afleets human development. Second, because several charac-
teristics of human development which are influenced by environment are
the concern of elementary schools.
Educational Environment— Related Research
The purpose of this section is to present related research which
will demonstrate that environment, as the conceptual referents indicate,
does in fact affect human development. In particular, studies concerned
with relationships between socio-economic background and achievement,
and the home environment and achievement are cited.
Separate studies by Hill and Grammatteo and by Shaw have pro-
vided evidence that there is a correlation between socio-economic back-
ground and achievement. Hill and Grammatteo investigated the relation-
ship of socio-economic status to vocabulary achievement, reading compre-
hension, arithmetic skills and problem-solving. Utilizing interviews to
determine the socio-economic status of the selected third graders, and
administering a variety of achievements tests, they found a significant
positive correlation between high socio-economic status and success in
academic achievement."^
7
Shaw’s study, focusing on a group of fourth through eighth grade
students, used the Stanford achievement test to obtain achievement data.
57
E. Hill and M. Crammatteo. "Socioeconomic Status
Relationship to School Achievement in the Elementary School,
tary English , 40 (1963), pp. 265-270.
and its
" Elemen-
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His findings demonstrated a significant positive relationship between
high income and achievement scores and suggested a substantial rela-
tionship between socio-economic status and achievement. 58
The powerful effect of the home environment on children's achieve
ment has been notably supported by the findings of Newman, Freeman and
Holzinger
. Studying pairs of twins who had been separated in early
childhood, they rated a number of individual characteristics and rated
environments with respect to educational, social, physical and health
conditions. They found a high correlation (+.91) between educational
environment and school achievement. Identifying relevant aspects of
home conditions, they found a strong correlation between environment
and achievement. 5 ^
The most comprehensive investigation of the influence of envi-
ronment on achievement was conducted by Dave. After an extensive re-
view of existing literature, he identified twenty-two environmental
variables which affected achievement. Using empirical procedures, in-
cluding parental interviews, and a variety of achievement tests, he
found an overall correlatin' of +.80 between environmental variables
, , , ,
,
60
and the achievement battery.
C O
°M. Shaw. "Relation of Social Economic Status to Educational
Achievement, Grades 4-8," Journal of Educational Research , 37 (1943),
pp. 197-201.
5
^Horation Newman, Frank Freeman and Karl Holzinger. Twins :
A Study of Heredity and Environment , (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1937).
^Ravindrakumar Dave. "The Identification and Measurement of
Environment Process Variables that are Related to Educational Achieve-
ment," (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1963)
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laken together, these selected environmental stuJies provide
considerable evidence of the positive relationship between environment
and achievement. It is possible to conclude, therefore, that there is
considerable evidence that environment has an effect on the development
of achievement in human beings
,
and that the early years are most im-
portant in this development. Thus, the examination of elementary school
educational environments appears to be virtually a necessity.
The first systematic attempt to characterize environments was at
the college level. This approach used the collective perceptions of the
students. Pace and Stem used this approach as well as the work of Murray
in developing their technique. According to Murray, one’s degree of suc-
cess in dealing with an environment is a function of his personality needs
and the environmental press. The College Characteristics Index (CCI) was
constructed to measure the environmental press. Its items are concerned
with an institution's norms within academic, administrative and social
areas. Stem's Activities Index (AI) was constructed to measure person-
ality needs. A wide variety of questions about one's personal activities
6
1
and desires was included.
In anal>zing the CCI, Pace selected the items which measured
most sharply the differences among fifty colleges selected in a norma-
tive sample. Only about half of the CCI items were used. This became
the basis for the new instrument, College and University Environment
Scales (CUES). CUES has five scales: scholarship, awareness, propriety,
community and practicality. Institutions are scored along these scales
on the basis of student consensus. Thus institutions are rated in five
^
^Pace and Stern. Op . ci
t
.
environmental areas. As a result, each Institution may be represented
r r\
by an environment profile.
Several scales to measure environment have been created or
adapted for use in elementary schools. One of the more popular instru-
ments is the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ)
developed by Halpin and Croft. By use of a sixty-four item scale, the
OCDQ attempts to measure school climate by measuring teacher and prin-
cipal (administrative) characteristics. Teachers are described along
the dimensions of hindrance, esprit, disengagement and intimacy. Prin-
cipals are measured along the variables of aloofness, thrust, productiv-
ity and consideration. By comparing teacher and principal scores, the
instrument describes a school as closed, paternal, familiar, controlled,
-
6 3
autonomous or open.
An attempt to bridge the gap between the substantial environ-
mental work performed on the college level, and the scant effort expended
on the elementary level was made by Sinclair. Sinclair adopted the ap-
proach utilized by Pace on the CUES instrument. The Elementary School
Environment Survey (ESES) wt r developed and administered to students in
sixteen elementary schools in California. The questions were concerned
with the school as perceived by the students. The items were of an
agree-dis agree nature, and a two-to-one margin was needed in order to
score an item, much like public opinion polling. The items were based
^ 2
C. Robert Pace. College and University Environment Scales ;
Technical Manual
,
(Princeton: Educational Testing Service, 1963).
63
A. H. Halpin and D. Croft. Hie Organizational Climate of
Schools, (Salt Lake City: U.S. Office of Education Report, 1962).
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on Pace s college items, but adapted for use in elementary schools.
Sinclair found the five variables labeled Practicality, Community,
Awareness, Propriety and Scholarship to be empirically related to the
environmental variables identified by Dave and Wolf. 64
Sadker, using ESES data collected from fifty-four elementary
schools in Massachusetts, modified the original ESES constructs. Stu-
dent responses were subjected to several factor analyses to determine
the salient environmental dimensions of elementary schools. The new
variables include Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism
6 5
and Resources.
In summary, there is evidence that environment influences the
development of human characteristics and that the elementary school
years are particularly important for this development. Also, there is
evidence from the work of Sinclair and his associates, building on the
conceptual and empirical referents discussed earlier, that the ESES
measures environmental variables which differentiate significantly among
elementary schools and which are likely to influence the development
of human characteristics. Sinclair's work has focused on total school
educational environment. The present study assumes that there is good
reason to expect that the classroom will include the same basic environ-
mental variables.
64
Robert Sinclair. "Elementary School Environment: Measurement
of Selected Variables of Environmental Press," (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, UCLA, 1968).
6
^David Sadker. "Schools As Seen by Children: A Factor Analytic
Study of the Perceptions of Fifth and Sixth Grade Students Toward Ele-
mentary School Environments," (Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Massachusetts, 1971).
43
lhe Relationship Between Teacher Behavior and
the Cl ass room Educational Environment
Although it is logically assumed that teacher behavior is a sig-
nificant factor in determining classroom environment, it is important
that funded knowledge be examined to determine the empirical support
for this assumption. Thus, this section describes the relationship be-
tween teacher behavior and the classroom educational environment.
Three separate studies by Medley, Fowler, and Walberg have re-
ported evidence to support the assumption that teacher behavior is an
important variable in the classroom. Medley used the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule to measure teacher personality, and used pupil reac-
tions to measure teacher-pupil rapport. He found significant correla-
tions between teachers judged highest in teacher-pupil rapport and a
66
number of teacher behaviors. Fowler employed a number of different
measures of teacher personality and behavior. He found positive signif-
icant correlations between specific variables as measured by these various
instruments and (a) teacher behavior, (b) student behavior, and (c) class-
6 7
room emotional climate. Walberg administered a battery of personality
and attitude tesi_s to a group of thirty-six male Physics teachers and
administered a Classroom Climate Inventory to their students. He found
significant relationships between teacher needs and behaviors, and the
68
climates of their classrooms.
^Medley. Op . ci
t
.
67
b . Fowler. "Relations of Teacher Personality Characteristics
and Attitudes to Teacher-Pupil Rapport in the Elementary Classroom,"
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of South Carolina, 1962).
^^Walberg. 0p« cit. .
In summary, there is evidence that teacher behavior is a sig-
nificant factor in determining classroom environment. Thus, there is
reason to believe that a relationship might exist between teacher use
of behavioral objectives and the educational environment.
This chapter has reviewed the conceptual base and related re-
search for the behavioral objective approach, the conceptual base and
related research for the educational environment
,
and the relationship
between teacher behavior and the classroom educational environment. The
next chapter presents the methodology for the present study.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the methodology of the present study.
Procedures for obtaining the sample of twenty-two elementary school
classrooms are outlined. Additionally, descriptions are provided for
the demographic characteristics of the selected school systems, the
process used for data collection and analysis, as well as the instru-
ments utilized in this study.
Sample and Data Collection
The intention of the investigator was to select classrooms
representing considerable variability of use of behavioral objectives.
Also, the sampling had to be manageable within the financial constraints
of the study. To this end, all school districts within a thirty mile
radius of the University of Massachusetts were identified and each of
the districts was assigned a number. Using a random sampling procedure,
nine of these school districts were selected. Superintendents of these
districts were contacted both by mail and phone for purposes of solicit-
ing their participation.'*' The study necessitated obtaining a minimum
population of three school districts containing a total of at least six-
ty fifth and sixth grade teachers in order to select a stratified sample
of twenty to thirty classrooms. Three of the nine districts responded
*566 Appendix A for a copy of the letter sent to Superintendents
of Schools.
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affirmatively. A supervisor in each system was then asked to estimate
the extent of use of behavioral objectives by each teacher under his
supervision, utilizing an eleven-point scale. This eleven-point scale
is known as the Supervisor Statement of Extent of Teacher Use of Behav-
ioral Objectives. Sixty-seven fifth and sixth grade teachers from the
three systems were rated. In order to insure a considerable variability
of use of behavioral objectives by teachers, a stratified sample was
selected from the population of sixty-seven fifth and sixth grade teach-
ers who were rated by the Supervisor Statement. Utilizing a table of
random digits, at least three teachers from each strata (each point on
the eleven-point scale) were invited to participate in the study. The
ratings of the teachers by the supervisors ranged from two to nine; thus,
initially, twenty-four teachers were invited to participate in the study.
Since some of the teachers declined the invitation, it became necessary
to ask other teachers. The final stratified sample consisted of twenty-
two classrooms in twelve schools of three school systems.
Selected demographic characteristics of the three school dis-
tricts are presented in Tabl^ 1. The class sizes are presented in Table
2. The supervisor ratings of extent of teacher use of behavioral objec-
tives utilized for selecting the stratified sample are displayed for the
fifth and sixth grade populations of the three systems and for the sample
of this study in Table 3.
Principals of the participating schools were contacted and ar-
rangements were made for data collection. Students were scheduled to
complete the Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES) and teachers
were scheduled to complete the Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of
SCHOOL
SYSTEM
DEMOGRAPHIC
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TABLE 2
CLASSROOMS AND STUDENTS IN SURVEY SAMPLE
Type of
School
School
Enrollment
Classroom
Number
Student
Sample
5,6 192 11111 29
11112 13
11113 22
11114 24
11115 25
11211 24
K-6 636 22111 28
22112 24
22113 16
K-6 417 22114 27
K-6 282 22115 22
K-6 246 22211 26
K-6 227 22212 22
K-6 350 22213 21
K-6 580 22214 26
22215 31
K-6 221 33111 17
K-6 336 33112 20
K-6 422 33113 30
33115 27
K-6 351 33211 31
33212 26
SUPERVISOR
RATINGS
OF
EXTENT
OF
TEACHER
USE
OF
BEHAVIORAL
OBJECTIVES
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Behavioral Objectives (Teacher Survey) in their classrooms during a for-
ty minute period of the regular school day. Arrangements were made for
three observers to gather data describing the educational environment as
well as for an interviewer to gather data while each teacher displayed
and described a recently completed unit of instruction.
A team of ten graduate students was formed to assist in the data
collection process. Two seminars were held to discuss the nature of the
study, to insure that the instruments would be administered in a uniform
fashion and to prepare members of the team for possible problems that
might arise. The first seminar focused on the problem and purpose of the
study and on the overall plan for data collection. The second seminar
concentrated on the specific processes of administration for each instru-
ment. In order to minimize the contamination of data, each researcher was
trained to administer one instrument only. Thus, each researcher never
saw the administrator or results of any other instrument. Additionally,
no computation or analysis was undertaken until all data had been collected.
After the training, the following procedures were used to adminis-
ter the student questionnaire:
1. The res _rcher introduced himself to the class, briefly explained
the procedure for the forty minutes, and related the general pur-
pose of the questionnaire.
2. Each student was given a copy of the Elementary School Environment
Survey, an optical scanning sheet, and a pencil.
3. Students were asked to read the introductory section silently
while the researcher reviewed these directions aloud.
4. The procedure for marking the answer sheet was illustrated on
the blackboard and students were assisted in filling in the school
and class numbers as well as other biographical information.
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5. The researcher emphasized the fact that student names were not
being requested and that neither the teacher nor the school was
being evaluated. Students were told that there was no time
limit for completion of the questionnaire and were encouraged
to ask for help with questions they did not understand.
6. As each student finished, the researcher collected the question-
naire and informally checked the answer sheet to make certain
that all items were completed and that the school and class num-
bers were clearly marked.
Procedures used for administering the teacher survey were similar to
those above, with exception of steps three and four. It was assumed
that the teachers would not need as thorough instructions in marking
the answers or understanding the directions.
Additionally, the following procedures we r e used to administer
the observation checklist:
1. The observers entered the classroom and sat in a spot that gave
them a good view of classroom activities.
2. The observers attempted to keep interruptions to a minimum.
3. The observers responded to each statement, then left the class-
room .
Procedures for conducting the interview were as follows:
1. The researcher introduced himself and explained the purpose of
the interview.
2. The researcher asked to see a recently completed unit of in-
struction of mathematics.
3. The researcher asked the teacher to describe her use of each
piece of the unit.
5 :
A. The interviewer did not show the checklist to the teacher.
After the interview, the researcher completed the checklist
in a place away from the teacher.
5. On the back of the checklist, the researcher described briefly
what the teacher displayed. Most important was the report of
the interviewer for each "no" answer recorded on the checklist.
Data were collected from 535 fifth and sixth grade students and twenty-
two teachers in twelve elementary schools in three school districts.
Instrumentation
As stated previously, five instruments were administered inde-
pendently for collecting data; two instruments for describing the edu-
cational environment in elementary classrooms and three for describing
the extent to which teachers use behavioral objectives. A classroom
edition of the Elementary School Environment Survey was used to measure
selected aspects of the classroom educational environment. Scores were
obtained for the dimensions of Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale,
Opportunism, and Resources
. At a time following the administration of
the ESES to the student sample, three trained researchers observed con-
secutively the educational environment of each classroom. Each observer
used a checklist consisting of items adapted from the ESES.
The Supervisor Statement of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral
Objectives, Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Objectives and
the Interview Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher Use of Behav-
ioral Objectives were used to describe the extent of use of behavioral
objectives based on both participant and observer reporting. Each of
53
these instruments is described in detail in the remainder of this sec
tion.
Elementary School Environment
Survey Classroom Edition (ESESC )
The ESES, originally developed by Sinclair in 1968, was based
upon the design used by Pace in the CUES instrument for measuring col-
lege environments. The ESES assessed the elementary school environment
along the five variables of Propriety, Community, Awareness, Practicality
and Scholarship. Using this instrument, Sinclair determined that simi-
larities and differences existed in the educational environment of sixteen
California elementary schools.
In an attempt to refine the instrument, Sadker administered the
ESES in fifty-four schools in Massachusetts. Sadder used factor analytic
techniques to analyze the data which resulted in suggested revisions of
the original five environmental variables. The new factors were named
Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism, and Resources. The
revised instrument contained forty-two items, including eight that were
4
newly created.
The present study utilizes the revised ESES, but makes a number
of minor changes in wording to adapt it for measuring classroom environ-
ment. The words "the teacher" are repeatedly substituted for the word
a
Robert Sinclair. "Elementary School Educational Environment:
Measurement of Selected Variables of Environmental Press," (Unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, UCLA, 1968).
^David Sadker. "Schools as Seen by Children: A Factor Analytic
Study of the Perceptions of Fifth and Sixth Grade Students Toward Ele-
mentary School Environments," (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Massachusetts, 1971).
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teachers," and the word "classroom" or "class" for the word "school."
Also, minor changes were made in marking instructions and in the wording
of a few questions to provide greater clarity. As finally administered,
the instrument is a forty- two item survey of conditions, behaviors and
feelings about the classroom educational environment. Students were
asked to respond by marking TRUE or FALSE for each statement. The ESES
Classroom Edition is included in Appendix B.
An assessment of the reading level of the revised ESES was ob-
tained by Bender. Applying the Lorge Formula for estimating difficulty
of reading materials, Bender obtained a Readability Index of 4.47. This
indicates that the material is within the reading comprehension of aver-
age fourth grade children. Lorge cautions that this index should not be
considered definitive, "nevertheless, the Lorge formula provides an over-
all estimate which should be useful in grading materials."^
Several scoring procedures are available for the ESES. The method
used in scoring the original instrument was the "66 plus 33 minus" method.
This method consists of assigning a plus one to each item that sixty-six
percent of the students ansvT°red in the keyed direction, a minus one to
each item which thirty-three or less percent of the students answered in
the keyed direction, and a zero otherwise. The score of each variable
is obtained by summing the item scores for the variable and adding a con-
stant to eliminate negative numbers.
Jon Bender. "The Elementary School Environment: Perceptions
of Students and Teachers," (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Massachusetts, 1971).
Irving Lorge. The Lorge Formula for Estimating Difficulty of
Reading Materials, (New York: Columbia University, Teachers College,
1959), p. 1.
re-
A second scoring procedure has used the percent of students
spending to an item in the keyed direction as the item score. The var-
iable score is composed of the means of the item scores that make up a
particular variable. This scoring procedure is used in the present study,
as it allows for complete utilization of the raw data. The original scor-
ing procedure may cause a loss of important data by assigning a zero to
items which are answered in the keyed direction between thirty-three per-
cent and sixty—six percent of the students.
In measuring students' perceptions of the environment, a high de-
gree of consensus among the respondents is desirable, thus it is hoped
that there will be a low variance in the distribution of scores within a
given classroom, and a high variance in the distribution of scores among
classrooms. To obtain a measure of reliability, a one-way analysis of
variance was computed between the ESES factors across classrooms. The
results of this computation are displayed in Table 4. The F-ratios for
Alienation (3.96, p<.05), Humanism (6.07, p <.05) , Autonomy (5.49, p<.05),
Morale (7.21, p<.05), Opportunism (2.31, p <r 01) , and Resources, (20.13,
p<.05) are significant. This suggests that the mean score for each var-
iable for each classroom is a true indicator of that variable. More sim-
ply, this means that the twenty- two classrooms do not have the same score
for Alienation, Humanism, etc.
The one-way analysis of variance demonstrates that there is great-
er variance in the distribution of scores between classrooms than within
classrooms. Thus, there is surficient evidence to indicate that the mean
score for each v iable is a reliable indication of that variable.
Another means of measuring reliability of the ESES was undertaken
by Phillips. He collapsed data across classes and obtained a reliability
estimate for each variable and the test as a whole using the Kuder-
Richardson Formula 20. Phillips reported their reliability estimates:
Alienation .64, Humanism .59, Autonomy .58, Morale .73, Opportunism .34,
Resources .54, and the test as a whole .79. Given the stated limitations,
the reliability estimates limitations, the reliability estimates are rela-
tively high for Alienation, Autonomy, Morale, Resources, and for total
responses. The reliability estimates for Humanism and Opportunism are
low and suggest the need for further refinement of these variables.
^Phillips. Op . cit .
,
p. 76.
56
TABLE 4
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN
ESES FACTORS ACROSS CLASSROOMS
Factor Source DF SS MSS F
Alienation Between 21 29399.92 1399.99
Within 462 163152. 35 353.14 3.96*
Total 483 192552.27
Humanism Between 21 56148.54 2673. 74
Within 496 218290.56 440.10 6.07*
Total 517 274439.10
Autonomy Between 21 45115.84 2148.37
Within 503 196714.91 391.08 5.49*
Total 524 241830.76
Morale Between 21 57880.02 2756.19
Within 511 195225.20 382.04 7.21*
Total 532 253105.23
Opportunism Between 21 15358.12 731.33
Within 492 155170.03 315.38 2.31**
Total 513 170528.16
Resources 3 _uween 21 159823. 72 7610.65
Within 504 190513.13 378.00 20.13*
Total 525 350336.85
*p <.05
**p < . 01
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The validity of the present form of the ESES Is reviewed by
means of (a) earlier studies employing the instrument, (b) an examina-
tion of the reactions and comments of pupils regarding specific items,
(c) a systematic examination of the instrument by the investigator, and
(d) a factor analysis of the items.
First, content validity is considered. Sinclair reviewed Pace's
analysis of the psychometric properties of the CUES instrument and Pace's
conclusion that the substance or content of the measure is representative
of the environment being considered. Sinclair showed that the derived
items in the ESES were representative of the characteristics of the de-
fined environmental variables.®
Although it may be assumed that content validity may be implied
for the ESESC from the original ESES, the investigator has made a sys-
tematic effort to analyze the instrument for content validity. After
administering the instrument in each classroom, members of the data col-
lection team were consulted and they reported that there were repeated
questions and problems regarding the following four items only:
18. Host students in tl's class are not interested in such things
as poetry, music or painting.
21. Students know who the most important people are in this class-
room.
27. The teacher seldom takes this class to the library so that
students can look up information.
31. Many students in this class do not behave while they are on
the playground.
^Sinclair. Op . cit .
,
p. 48.
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Given the threat to content validity posed by the difficulty students
had in understanding the meaning of each of these items, all four are
excluded from the analysis of the data. Further systematic examination
of the instrument by Bender and McKay led them to believe that the
items reflected the appropriate environmental variables with the excep-
tion of the following item: "Most of the teachers in this school are
unfriendly. Thus, to strengthen the construct of the Morale and Re-
sources factor, this item was associated with Morale rather than with
the Resources variable. Based on these conclusions, the similar item
in the present study, Number 17, is included in the Morale scale.
Support for the construct validity of the ESES was provided by
a factor analytic study conducted by Sadker. Two analyses were performed.
One factor analysis concerned itself with individual student responses.
In the second analysis, each school was treated as an independent sub-
ject. A generalized Harris-Kaiser program was used to perform an oblique
axes analysis, in addition to an orthogonal axes analysis of the VARIMAX
program. After his analysis, Sadker suggested revisions of the original
five environment variables. The new factors were named Alienation,
Humanism, Morale, Autonomy, Opportunism, and Resources.
In order to gather data which is likely to be helpful in further
refinement of the instrument and which will provide further evidence
concerning construct validity, a principal component factor analysis was
performed. Three problems were faced in this attempt. First, the
^Bender. Op. cit .
,
and A. Bruce McKay, "Principals, Teachers
and Elementary Youth: Measurement of Selected Variables of Teacher-
Principal Social Interaction and Educational Environment," (Unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, University of Massachusetts, 1971).
previous analysis involved two separate populations, students who com-
pleted form A and students who completed form R of the original ESES.
These groups were considered by Sadker in separate factor analyses, and
the findings were combined to suggest the six new environmental factors.
The present factor analysis differs from Sadker’s in that data were ob-
tained from a single population of students. A second difference con-
cerns the number of items included in the analysis. In factor analytic
studies, it is mathematically desirable to have a sample at least twice
as large as the number of variables. Since this was not possible in the
current analysis
,
spurious results may have occurred in the factor load-
ings
. The third problem concerns the wording of the items. The words
"the teacher" are repeatedly substituted for the word "teachers" and the
word "classroom" or "class" for the word "school." Although these
changes in wording are minor, they may cause spurious results in the
factor loadings
.
As in Sadker 's study, an orthogonal axes analysis of the VARIMAX
program was performed. The factor matrix derived from this program served
as input to a generalized Harris-Kaiser oblique analysis. The factor
loadings and eommunality values resulting from the factor analysis of
data gathered from the sample in this study did not correspond with re-
sults obtained by Sadker. This is due largely to a sample that was too
small for a factor analysis, and the changes in wording of the items.
Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that the factor analysis conducted
in the present study may be invalid.
Given the results of the factor analyses conducted by Sadker,
it may be assumed that the classroom edition of the ESES had construct
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vaUdity at a level of confidence that permits Its use for research
purposes, but not at a level of confidence that permits one to Inter-
pret findings without taking into consideration the fact that the valid-
ity could be strengthened and needs further examination. As Cronbach
has noted, ",
.
. construct validity is established through a tong-
continued interplay between observation, reason and imagination."10
Further refinement of the ESES is needed, and continued collection of
evidence is necessary if construct validity is to be established.
Elementary School Environment Survey
Observation Checklist (ESESO )
The ESES Observation Checklist is essentially the same instru-
ment as the ESES Classroom Edition. The present study makes a number
of minor changes in the format in order to adapt the ESES for use as an
observation checklist. The same items and factors were used in order to
maintain the validity and reliability of the original ESES.
However, several items, which the investigator judged to be
difficult to observe, were excluded from use. They are:
—Students in this clast, room sometimes make plans to do something
bad to the _chool.
—Most students in this class are not interested in such things as
poetry, music or painting.
— If students are unhappy in this clasp, the teacher will call their
parents
.
—Students in this classroom are very quick to tell the teacher
about things that should be changed.
—Many of the students in this classroom say that they do not like
the rules made by the teacher.
^Lee J. Cronbach. Essentials of Psychological Testing , 3rd
Edition, (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), p. 121.
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playground?^
^ d ° "° C whlle they are on th.
Students in this classroom will have it easier if f vknows them well the teacher
sroom is to be nice to the
One way to get good grades in this clas
teacher.
Students know who the most important people
Students in this classroom often take field
places
.
are in this classroom,
trips to interesting
Also, minor changes were made In Instructions and in marking responses.
The observers were given the opportunity to respond with more than a
simple TRUE or FALSE
. The observers were instructed to respond to each
item as follows:
For each statement, indicate the extent of evidence which you ob-
serve as support for the statement. In the blanks provided, insertthe number of the comment which best describes what you observe.
1 — Strong evidence that the statement is true.
2 — Weak evidence that the statement is true.
3 No evidence that the statement is either true or false.
4 — Weak evidence that the statement is false.
5 — Strong evidence that the statement is false.
As finally administered, the instrument is a thirty-two item survey of
conditions, beha ,T ’ ~>rs and f -lings about the classroom educational en-
vironment. The ESES Observation Checklist is included in Appendix C.
At a time following the administration of the ESESC to the stu-
dent sample, three trained researchers observed consecutively the educa-
tional environment of each classroom. Total observation time was approx-
imately one hour per classroom. The ESES Observation Checklist was
scored in the same manner as the ESES Classroom Edition.
Although it is assumed that validity may be implied for the
ESESO from the ESESC, a systematic effort has been made to analyze the
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instrument for content validity. After administering the instrument in
each classroom, members of the data collection team reviewed evident
problems and discovered that the following five items generated appre-
ciable misunderstanding:
5. Students do not get any special favors in this classroom.
13
’
look
h
un ^
6S th
-
S Cl3SS tC th6 Ubrary 30 that studentscan ok, p information.
16. Students in this classroom do not work on projects by themselves
museums
Cher n0t talk t0 Students about concerts, plays and
23. Most students in this class do not like to get into any kind
of argument.
It should be noted that item thirteen is the same as one of the items
excluded from the analysis of the ESES Classroom Edition. Given the
threat to content validity posed by the difficulty observers had in
understanding the meaning of each of these items, they are all excluded
from the analysis of the data. Also, for reasons described earlier, the
following item is associated with the Morale variable rather than the
Resources variable:
8. The teac ~r in this classroom is unfriendly.
Additionally, resultant differences between the data obtained
from the ESESC and the ESESO were determined. In order to determine if
the differences between student and observer perceptions of the educa-
tional environment were significant, supporting Murray’s distinction be-
tween Alpha and Beta presses, a t-test was conducted. The t-test was
applied to the mean scores for each variable across classrooms. The
t-values
,
presented in Table 5, indicate that there is a significant
(p-«C.025) difference between the mean scores for each variable. The
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differences are such that the students perceived more Alienation,
Autonomy and Resources, and less Humanism, Morale and Opportunism
than the observers. Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that Murray's
distinction between Alpha and Beta presses is warranted.
Further, the scores of the ESESC and ESESO variables were cor-
related so that the nature of the differences between the student and
observer perceptions of the educational environment could be better
understood. The results, displayed in Table 6, indicate that there is
a significant positive correlation between the Alienation (.59, p<.004).
Autonomy (.62, p<.002), and Resource (.44, pc. 041) scores on the ESESC
and the ESESO. This suggests that as the students perceived greater
amounts of Alienation, Autonomy and Resources, the observers also per-
ceived greater amounts of Alienation, Autonomy and Resources.
Supervisor Statement of Extent of Teacher Use
of Behavioral Objectives (Supervisor Statement )
Because supervisors have had the opportunity to observe the
teachers on more than one occasion, they are considered a valuable data
source for this study. One curriculum Coordinator and eight Principals
were asked to rate, on an eleven-point scale, the extent of use of be-
havioral objectives by each teacher under his supervision. Those
teachers who received the highest rating were considered to be those
who use behavioral objectives to the greatest extent. Results of the
administration of this instrument were utilized to select the stratified
sample. A copy of this instrument is included in Appendix E.
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TABLE 6
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
THE ESESC AND ESESO BY VARIABLE
Variable
Correlation
Coefficient
2-Tail
Probability
ESESC
Alienation
ESESO
.592
.004
ESESC
Humanism
ESESO
.309
.162
ESESC
Autonomy
ESESO
.622
.002
ESESC
Morale
ESESO
.336 .126
ESESC
Opportunism
ESESO
-.067 .767
ESESC
Resources .439 .041
ESESO
6G
Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of
Behavioral Objectives (Teacher Survey )
This instrument was used to measure the extent of use of behav-
ioral objectives as reported by teachers. Questions refer to those
attributes of objectives most frequently mentioned in the literature
—
whether or not objectives exist and are stated in behavioral terms, as
well as whether pre-tests, learning activities, evaluation, record
keeping and reports of student progress are commensurate with usage as
characterized by the behavioral objective approach.
Both multiple-choice and open-ended questions were used. Multi-
ple-choice items were scored on a scale of one to four. Open-ended items
were scored by comparing all responses with each other and then assigning
a score of zero through three to each response. Scores were totalled en-
abling the investigator to describe teachers who receive the highest score
as those who use behavioral objectives to the greatest extent. A copy of
this instrument is included in Appendix F.
Interview Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher
Use of Behavioral Objectiver (Interview Checklist )
This checklist was administered during an interview with each
teacher. During the interview, each teacher was asked to display and
explain a recently completed unit of instruction for mathematics. Four
of the teachers in this study do not teach mathematics—they displayed
and explained a unit for language arts. This instrument reports extent
of use of behavioral objectives based on whether or not objectives exist
and are stated in behavioral terms, as well as whether pre-tests, learn-
ing activities, evaluation, record keeping and reports of student progress
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are commensurate with usage as characterized by the behavioral objective
approach. In order to score responses, the interviewer checked each
item on the checklist as "yes” or "no." Teachers who receive the most
yes answers are considered to be those who use behavioral objectives
to the greatest extent. A copy of this instrument is included in Appen-
dix H.
To assure that the items used in the three instruments designed
to measure the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives were valid
and reflected common expectations for teachers who use objectives, the
items were presented to three experts. These persons, who have demonstrated
a sound knowledge of the behavioral objective approach, as judged by the
investigator, are:
1. The Director of the Center for Educational Research,
2. The Coordinator of the National Evaluation Training Service, and
3. The Coordinator of the Learning Systems Development Program,
all located at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. Items were pre-
sented in list form, with instructions to separate those items related
to the use of behavioral obj ctives from those that were not. All items
judged acceptable by a two to one margin were utilized. Suggestions in-
volving wording and format were used to further refine the items before
presentation to the teacher sample.
Further validity (concurrent) was determined as the result of
field testing the three instruments. Fifteen teachers believed to use
behavioral objectives were included in the field trials. These fifteen
teachers were not members of the school systems involved in the actual
study. In addition to establishing validity, field test data were used
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to study the range of item response, to test instructions and procedural
details
,
and to identify ambiguous items.
The three sets of scores for the field test sample were corre-
lated using the Pearson product-moment technique. These coefficients,
presented in Table 7, suggest that the scores for the Teacher Question-
naire are significantly related to the scores of the Supervisor Statement
(.74) and the Interview Checklist (.76). Further, the scores of the
Supervisor Statement are significantly related to the scores of Interview
Checklist (.87). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that these three in-
struments have considerable concurrent validity, and that they may be
used with a reasonable level of confidence.
Table 7
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE TEACHER
SURVEY, INTERVIEW CHECKLIST, AND SUPERVISOR STATEMENT,
USED TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF TEACHER USE OF
BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
Instrument
Teacher Interview
Instrument Survey Checklist
Interview
Checklis t .76
Supervisor
Statement .74 00•
6y
Following the administration of these three Instruments to the
sample in this study, a measure of reliability was obtained using the
Kuder-Richardson Formula 20. The reliabilities, presented in Table 8,
are relatively high for both the Teacher Questionnaire (.82) and the
Interview Checklist (.84). No reliability estimate was determined for
the Supervisor Statement as it is a single-item instrument.
TABLE 8
KUDER-RICHARDSON (20) RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR THE
TEACHER SURVEY, INTERVIEW CHECKLIST, AND SUPERVISOR
STATEMENT, USED TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF TEACHER
USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
Teacher
Survey
Instrument
Interview Supervisor
Checklist Statement
Reliability
Estimates .82 .84 None
Extent of se of beh ivioral objectives is reported as a composite
score. A composite score is used because perceptions of many individuals
tend to provide descriptions that are closer to reality than the percep-
tion of a single individual. The composite score used to determine the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives is intended to be based on
both participant and observer reporting; that is, the reports of teachers,
supervisors and interviewers.
The composite score was determined by scoring each instrument,
correlating the scores of the instruments with each other, and building
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the composite based on the results of the correlations of the three in-
struments. The correlation coefficients for the three sets of scores
are displayed in Table 9. These coefficients suggest that the scores
for the Teacher Survey are not significantly related to the scores of
the Supervisor Statement (.30) or the Interview Checklist (.27).
TABLE 9
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE
TEACHER SURVEY, INTERVIEW CHECKLIST, AND SUPERVISOR
STATEMENT, USED TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF TEACHER
USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
Instrument
Instrument
Teacher Interview
Survjy Checklist
Interview
Checklist .27
Supervisor
Statement
.30 .92
Examination of the responses of individual teachers supports the lack
of relationship between the Teacher Survey and the Supervisor Statement
or the Interview Checklist. For example, teacher A reported using pre-
tests all the time. Yet, the interviewer reported that pre-tests did
i
not exist for the unit that teacher A displayed. This consistent gap
between what teachers perceived about their own use of behavioral ob-
jectives and their real use of behavioral objectives provides further
evidence that the teacher survey cannot be interpreted at a level of
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confidence as a measurement of the extent of teacher use of behavioral
objectives. The investigator assumes that because the scores of the
Supervisor Statement and the Interview Checklist are significantly re-
lated (.92), that they are more valid measures of the extent of teacher
use of behavioral objectives than the Teacher Survey. Thus, the compos-
ite score describing the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives
was determined by standardizing the scores of the Supervisor Statement
and the Interview Checklist and then adding these z-scores together.
In summary, each of the five instruments employed in the present
study has adequate reliability and four have adequate validity to permit
further use in empirical studies. At the present time, questions may be
raised concerning the validity of the teacher survey. At the same time,
construct validity has not been fully established for any of the instru-
ments. Thus, interpretation of the results of the present study must
take into consideration the limitations of the instrumentation and the
findings should be viewed at a level of confidence commensurate with the
exploratory nature of this study.
The results of the r ESC and ESESO were summarized in terms of
variable scores for each classroom. The results of the extent of teacher
use of behavioral objectives instruments were summarized in terms of
scores for each teacher. The relationships between the educational en-
vironments of elementary classrooms and the extent of teacher use of be-
havioral objectives were determined by employing appropriate correlation-
al techniques. Several correlations were computed using the demographic
data, the composite scores for the extent of teacher use of behavioral
objectives, and the variable scores for the ESESC and ESESO. The next
chapter offers an analysis of the data and a discussion of the findings.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
This chapter describes the analysis and interpretation of data
obtained in the present study. The organization of the chapter is based
on the three research objectives stated in Chapter I:
1. To determine to what extent behavioral objectives are used in
selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment
in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship between the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected vari-
ables of the educational environment.
The results obtained for each of the five instruments utilized in this
study are described in detail. Included are composite descriptions of
both the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment in classrooms where behavioral
objectives are i _d.
The Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral
Objectives in Selected Elementary Classrooms
Three instruments were used for collecting data describing the
extent to which teachers use behavioral objectives. Results obtained
for each of these instruments as they relate to accomplishing research
objective number 1 are described in detail in this first section.
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S upervis ° r Statement of Extent of Teacher Use
of Behavioral Obj ectives (Supervisor Statement )
Because supervisors have the opportunity to observe the teachers
on more than one occasion, they are considered to be a valuable data
source for determining the extent of teacher use of behavioral objec-
tives. One Curriculum Coordinator and eight Principals were asked to
rate, on an eleven-point scale, the extent of use of behavioral objec-
tives by each teacher under his supervision. Those teachers who received
the highest score were considered to be those who used behavioral objec-
tives to the greatest extent. Results of the administration of the
Supervisor Statement, presented in Table 10, were utilized to select a
stratified sample so as to insure a considerable variability of use of
behavioral objectives by teachers in the present study.
The supervisor ratings range from zero to nine on the eleven-
point scale. The mode of ratings is four; that is, twenty-five of the
sixty-seven teachers rated received a score of four. The distribution
of all ratings approaches a nearly normal distribution. Further, this
distribution of the supervisors’ ratings suggest that teachers vary in
their use of beh .vioral objectives. It is difficult to interpret what
this uneven use means based on the results of the Supervisor Statement
alone, as it is a one-item instrument. The results, however, of the
Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Objectives and the Inter-
view Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Ob-
jectives offer evidence in detail that there is indeed variance in the
use of behavioral objectives; uneven use of pre-tests, learning activi-
ties, evaluation, record keeping and reporting of student progress.
Additionally, there is a significant positive correlation (.92, p<.001)
SUPERVISOR
RATINGS
OF
THE
EXTENT
OF
TEACHER
USE
OF
BEHAVIORAL
OBJECTIVES
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sup-
between the Supervisor Statement and the Interview Checklist which
ports further the perceptions of the supervisors.
Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of
Behavioral Objectives (Teacher Survey )
The Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Objectives
(Teacher Survey) was used to measure the extent of use of behavioral
objectives as reported by teachers. Questions refer to those attributes
of objectives most frequently mentioned in the literature. Both multiple-
choice and open-ended questions were used. Multiple-choice questions
were scored on a scale of one to four. Open-ended questions were scored
by comparing all responses with each other and then assigning a score
of zero through three to each response. Scores were totalled enabling
the investigator to describe teachers who receive the highest score as
those who use behavioral objectives to the greatest extent.
A composite of teachers' reports describing their own use of be-
havioral objectives looks like this.'*' Sixty-four percent of the teachers
stated that they use objectives defined in behavioral terms. Thirty-two
percent use pre- sts for . il or many of these objectives. Eighty- two
percent of the teachers reported that their learning activities are de-
signed to meet stated objectives. Eighty-seven percent reported that
they use post-tests for all or many of these objectives and ninety-one
percent stated that their post-tests match the objectives. Fourteen per-
cent of the teachers use a record keeping procedure which records student
performance in terms of accomplishment of objectives. One hundred percent
1
For an item by item report of the results of the Teacher Survey,
see Appendix G.
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of the teachers reported that they rely on the use of traditional report
cards with letter grades for reporting student progress to parents.
Ninety-one percent of the teachers stated that more than half
of the objectives they use are part of the cognitive domain. Supple-
menting this, fifty-nine percent of the teachers reported that less than
one quarter of the objectives they use are part of the affective domain.
Further, ninety-five percent of the teachers stated that less than one
quarter of the objectives they use are part of the psychomotor domain.
Teachers seem to use behavioral objectives most when teaching
math or science, and least when teaching language arts, social studies,
health or humanistic education. The reasons most often given for this
use are: (1) "it is easier to state objectives for math and/or science,"
and (2) "teachers are expected to use them when teaching math or science."
When asked to state the subject matter disciplines in which behavioral
objectives seem to work best, teachers most often cited math or science,
"because these subject matter disciplines lend themselves to the use of
behavioral objectives."
The results of the ~iacher Survey offer evidence that there is
uneven use of behavioral objectives. Most teachers seem to use behavioral
objectives defined in behavioral terms, use learning activities designed
to meet stated objectives, and use post-tests for all of these objectives.
Fewer teachers use pre-tests for their objectives or use a record keeping
procedure which records student performance in terms of accomplishing ob-
jectives. No teachers seem to report progress of individual students to
parents in terms of specified learning objectives. Thus, the results of
the Teacher Survey support the results of the Supervisor Statement, there
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is uneven use among teachers of pre-tests, learning activities, evalua-
tion, record keeping and reporting of student progress as characterized
by the behavioral objective approach.
Interview Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher
Use of Behavioral Objectives (Interview Checklist )
The Interview Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher Use
of Behavioral Objectives was administered during an interview with each
teacher. During the interview, each teacher was asked to display and
explain the use of a recently completed unit of instruction for mathe-
matics. The interviewer reported the extent of teacher use of objectives,
pre-tests
,
learning activities, evaluation, record keeping and reporting
of student progress as characterized by the behavioral objective approach.
In order to score responses, the interviewer checked each item of the
checklist as "yes" or "no." Teachers who received the most "yes" answers
were considered to be those who use behavioral objectives to the greatest
extent.
A composite of interview reports describing the extent of teacher
2
use of behaviora >bjective^ is as follows. Eighty-two percent of the
teachers in this sample use units containing objectives, yet, only eight-
een percent of the teachers define objectives in behavioral terms; that
is, stating what the learner is expected to do, how well the learner is
expected to achieve, and under what circumstances the learner's perform-
ance will be evaluated. Fifty percent use pre-tests in the units, yet,
only thirty-two percent use pre-tests which measure the behaviors stated
2
For an item by item report of the results of the Interview
Checklist, see Appendix I.
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m the unit's objectives. Ninety-six percent have learning activities
stated for each objective, and seventy-seven percent use alternate
learning activities for each objective. Ninety-six percent use post-
tests in the units, yet, only twenty-three percent of the teachers use
post-tests which measure the behaviors stated in the unit's objectives.
Twenty-three percent of the teachers use a record keeping procedure
characterized by the behavioral objective approach. The procedure most
often employed was a checklist using the students' names on one axis and
the number of each objective on the other axis. As each student com-
pleted an objective, it was checked off. One hundred percent of the
teachers use a traditional report card with letter grades for reporting
student progress to parents.
Of all teachers, only eighteen percent indicated they were util-
izing a full behavioral objective approach; that is, teaching units that
contained objectives stated in behavioral terms, using pre-tests and
post-tests which measure the behaviors stated in the unit's objectives,
and keeping records of which objectives were accomplished by each stu-
dent. The remaining eighty two percent seemed to utilize parts of the
behavioral objective approach. These two groups of teachers displayed
distinct manners of using behavioral objectives. Each manner is de-
scribed below.
Those using the behavioral objective approach to the greatest
extent defined objectives for each student for the entire school year.
After some form of needs assessment, the teacher defined X number of
objectives for each student to accomplish. The student was informed
that these were the objectives he was expected to accomplish during the
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remainder of the school year. Each objective was stated in precise be-
havioral terms: each stated what the learner is expected to do, how
well the learner is expected to achieve, and under what circumstances
the learner's performance was to be evaluated. The students were tested
every month. These tests were designed to measure student performance
toward meeting each objective defined by the teacher. The post-test
scores also served as pre-test scores for the next instructional unit.
Thus, after each test, the student was aware of which objectives he had
met, and which objectives he had not yet met. Records of each student's
accomplishments were kept by use of a checklist. As the student met ob-
jective, that objective was checked off and the date of evaluation was
noted. The teachers in this group used a traditional report card with
letter grades for reporting student progress to parents. This means
that parents were not informed of student progress based on reports of
accomplishment for each objective. Rather, student progress was reported
as a letter grade for each subject; e.g.
,
Mathematics A, Reading B, etc.
The second group of teachers relied on objectives stated in
teacher manuals. Some obje^ives were stated in terms of what the stu-
dent was expected to do, and some were stated in terms of what the teach-
er was expected to do. All objectives were not stated in precise behav-
ioral terms; most stated what the learner was expected to do, but did not
state how well the learner was expected to achieve, or under what circum-
stances the learner's performance was to be evaluated. The teachers
often used pre-tests and post-tests outlined in the teacher manuals, yet,
these tests did not measure the same behaviors. The pre-test asked for a
simple computation; e.g. simplify 2/4. The post-test defined a word
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problem; e.g. what part of the pie did Johnny eat if the pie had eight
pieces and Johnny ate four? Many varied learning activities were used
by each teacher, but it was not clear whether or not they were alternate
learning activities based on each student's needs. Record keeping was
accomplished largely by keeping quiz scores in "class record" or "rank"
books. Each teacher in this group used a traditional report card with
letter grades for reporting student progress to parents.
Supervisor, teacher and interview responses were transferred
from the questionnaires to computer cards. Items were scored and added
in order to obtain scores for each teacher for each instrument. The
scores for each teacher for the Supervisor Statement, Teacher Survey and
Interview Checklist are displayed in Table 11. Included are means and
standard deviations across classes.
The scores for each of the three instruments designed to deter-
mine the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives display a con-
siderable range. The Supervisor Statement scores range from two to nine
on an eleven-point scale. The Teacher Survey scores range from twenty-
nine to sixty-six on a scale from zero to one hundred. The Interview
Checklist scores range from one to nine on a ten-point scale. These
ranges of scores further suggest uneven use of behavioral objectives by
teachers
.
Considering the findings presented in the various descriptions
for each instrument, it is appropriate to state that there is variance
in the use of behavioral objectives by teachers. Specific findings of
the data analysis provide sufficient evidence to describe this uneven
use as follows:
hi
TABLE 11
SCORES FOR THE SUPERVISOR STATEMENT, TEACHER SURVEY
AND INTERVIEW CHECKLIST, USED TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT
OF TEACHER USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
Classroom
Supervisor
Statement
Teacher
Survey
Interview
Checklist
11111 2 41 1
11112 4 65 3
11113 3 50 3
11114 4 63 4
11115 3 48 2
11211 3 42 3
22111 7 48 6
22112 2 29 1
22113 7 46 6
22114 5 52 5
22115 4 57 4
22211 6 ^6 5
22212 8 52 6
22213 7 63 5
22214 4 53 5
22215 5 59 4
33111 8 55 9
33112 8 53 8
33113 9 51 9
33115 6 52 7
33211 9 50 9
33212 6 52 4
MEAN 5.45 52.13 4.95
S.D. 2.21 8.50 2.39
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1. Few teachers (eighteen percent) fully use a behavioral objec-
tive approach.
2. Most teachers (eighty-two percent) use units containing objec-
tives, yet, few teachers (eighteen percent) use objectives that
are defined in behavioral terms
;
what the learner is expected
to do, how well the learner is expected to achieve the objective,
and under what circumstances the learner's performance will be
evaluated.
3. Many teachers (fifty percent) use pre-tests in the units they
teach, yet, few teachers (thirty-two percent) use pre-tests which
measure the behaviors stated in the unit's objectives.
4. Most teachers (ninety-six percent) have learning activities
stated for each objective, yet, fewer teachers (seventy-seven
percent) use alternate learning activities for each objective.
5. Most teachers use post-tests in the units they teach, yet, few
teachers (twenty-three percent) use post-tests which measure
the behaviors stated in the unit's objectives.
6. Few teachers (twenty- three percent) use a record keeping pro-
cedure which allows for records of each student's accomplishment
of each objective.
7. None of the teachers report progress of individual students to
their parents in terms of specific learning objectives. All
teachers in this sample use a traditional report card with let-
ter grades for reporting student progress to parents.
On the basis of statistical evidence and the various descriptions of
the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives, research objective
number 1 has been achieved.
8.1
A Description of Selected Variables of the
Educational Environment in Classrooms
Where Behavioral Objectives Are Used
TVo instruments were used for collecting data describing selected
variables of the educational environment—the Elementary School Environ-
ment Survey Classroom Edition (ESESC) and the Elementary School Environ-
ment Survey Observation Checklist (ESESO)
. Results obtained for each of
these instruments as they relate to accomplishing research objective num-
ber 2 are described in detail in the remainder of this section.
Elementary School Environment
Survey Classroom Edition (ESESC )
Student responses to the six factors assessed by the ESESC were
transferred from optical scanning sheets to computer cards. The per-
centage of keyed student responses was determined for each item, class-
room by classroom. Items were then grouped according to each factor
designation. Next, individual item scores within each factor designa-
tion were averaged to obtain variable scores for each classroom. This
procedure provided a percen*- >ge score for all classrooms for each envi-
ronment variable; thus, each variable score represents the percentage of
responding students who perceived the classroom educational environment
in the keyed direction. The six environmental scores for each classroom
are depicted in Table 12. Included are means and standard deviations
for each variable.
Despite the considerable variance in extent of teacher use of
behavioral objectives across classrooms, all sampled classrooms using
behavioral objectives are examined together. The mean percentage scores
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TABLE 12
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY CLASSROOM
EDITION SCORES BY VARIABLE BY CLASSROOM
Classroom
Number
11111
11112
11113
11114
11115
11211
22111
22112
22113
22114
22115
22211
22212
22213
22214
22215
33111
33112
33113
33115
33211
33212
Alienation
35.96
29.67
31.17
35.93
26.86
23.81
25.51
57.79
30.36
22.75
27.27
29.12
27.55
27.89
36.81
24.88
20.18
23.57
23.79
26.46
35.94
42.31
Humanism
34.68
50.00
37.12
51.39
54.67
58.33
71.43
34.09
52.08
60.49
70.45
55.77
66.67
57.94
57.05
55.38
68.00
60.00
68.39
60.87
51.61
38.71
Factor
Autonomy Morale
57.14
47.25
49.35
38.10
46.29
44.05
67.86
50.00
61.61
51.85
39.22
41.21
43.88
61.90
59.34
48.39
64.04
65.00
38.83
49.74
57.60
69.23
50.00
67.03
61.04
57.14
64.00
76.79
62.24
44.16
50.89
69.84
77.92
58.79
65.31
74.83
50.55
68.20
71.68
71.43
76.10
59.79
67.59
39.23
Opportunism
35.17
29.2 3
40.00
35.00
32.80
31.67
35.71
40.91
40.00
34.81
30.00
33.08
25.71
35.24
40.77
27.74
45.78
33.00
30.41
42.96
44.16
40.00
Resources
39.31
38.46
30.91
33.33
48.80
46.67
93.57
56.36
82.50
79.26
70.00
50.77
54.29
60.00
78.46
46 . 45
92.77
81.00
60.27
63.70
65.58
46.51
MEAN
S.D.
30.
3
8.25
55.36
11.12
52.07
9.80
62.82
10.79
35.51
5.52
59.54
18.58
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for Alienation (30.31) and Opportunism (35.51) suggest that there are
relatively low levels of Alienation and Opportunism in classrooms where
behavioral objectives are used. The mean percentage scores for Humanism
(55.36), Autonomy (52.07), Morale (62.82), and Resources (51.54) are
higher than those for Alienation and Opportunism. These scores suggest
that moderate levels of Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, and Resources are
found in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
Elementary School Environment Survey
Observation Checklist (ESESO )
Observer responses to the six factors assessed by the ESESO were
transferred from answer sheets to computer cards. The percentage of
keyed observer responses was determined for each item, classroom by
classroom. Items were then grouped according to factor designation.
Next, individual item scores within each factor designation were aver-
aged to obtain variable scores for each classroom. This procedure pro-
vided a percentage score for all classrooms for each environmental vari-
able; thus, each variable score represents the percentage of responses
by three observers who perceived the classroom educational environment
in the keyed direction. The six environmental scores for each classroom
are depicted in Table 13. Included are means and standard deviations
for each variable.
Despite the considerable variance in extent of teacher use of
behavioral objectives across classrooms, all sampled classrooms using
behavioral objectives are examined together. The mean percentage scores
for Alienation (26.45) and Autonomy (39.77) suggest that there are rela-
tively low levels of Alienation and Autonomy in classrooms where
06
TABLE 13
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY OBSERVATION
CHECKLIST SCORES BY VARIABLE BY CLASSROOM
Classroom Factor
Number Alienation Humanism Autonomy Morale Opportunism Resources
11111 36.11 68.75 39.58 70.00 60.42 39 .5811112 22.22 64.58 35.42 68.33 47.92 47.92
11113 23.61 62.50 25.00 81.67 58. 33 54.17
11114 15.28 75.00 27.08 90.00 64.58 43.75
11115 33.33 64.58 41.67 60.00 39.58 41.67
11211 25.00 70.83 12.50 73.33 54.17 35.42
22111 25.00 81.25 35.42 90.00 56.25 58.33
22112 50.00 52.08 18.75 23.33 31.25 8.33
22113 18.06 89.58 58.33 96.67 56.25 64.58
22114 16.67 58.33 50.00 73.33 66.67 58.33
22115 36.11 50.00 45.83 71.67 64.58 66.67
22211 27.78 64.58 29.17 75.00 58. 33 56.25
22212 25.00 66.67 4.17 66.67 60.42 27.08
22213 19.44 62.50 60.42 90.00 66.67 41.67
22214 22.22 58. 33 33.33 71.67 62.50 37.50
22215 20.83 66.67 33.33 75.00 56.25 39.58
33111 29.17 79.17 60.42 76.67 50.00 64.58
33112 26.39 75.00 75.00 78.33 60.42 72.92
33113 19 .44 83.33 35.42 78.33 41.67 60.42
33115 27.78 70.83 22.92 63.33 47.92 56.25
33211 26.39 68.75 72.92 78. 33 60.42 66.67
33212 36.11 60.42 58.33 65.00 66.67 58.33
MEAN 26.4 67.90 39 .77 73.48 55.97 50.00
S.D. 8.05 9.84 18.76 14.59 9.45 15.35
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behavioral objectives are used. The mean percentage scores for Humanism
(67.90),, Opportunism (55.97), and Resources (50.00) are higher than those
for Alienation and Autonomy. These scores suggest that moderate levels
of Humanism, Opportunism, and Resources are found in classrooms where be-
havioral objectives are used. The mean percentage score for Morale (73.48)
suggests that there is a relatively high level of Morale in classrooms
where behavioral objectives are used.
In order to characterize selected variables of the educational
environment in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used, the in-
vestigator has referred to the ideal educational environment postulated
by McKay. McKay stated:
. . . the ideal climate requires consideration of the needs and
motivations of those working and learning within the school. A
desirable educational environment would be one which would be like-
ly to foster the growth and development of its' students. 3
The environment, which McKay described, represents the desirable direction
toward which elementary classrooms should strive. The desirable directions
include low scores for Alienation and Opportunism, and high scores for
4Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, and Resources.
Considering the findings presented in the various descriptions
for the ESESC and ESESO, and McKay’s descriptions of the ideal education-
al environment, it is appropriate to describe the educational environment
of elementary classrooms where behavioral objectives are used as follows.
3
A. Bruce McKay. "Principals, Teachers and Elementary Youth:
Measurement of Selected Variables of Teacher-Principal Social Interac-
tion and Educational Environment." (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Massachusetts), p. 83.
4
Ibid.
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'tt0n : The loU Scores O" fi* factor reflect the presence
a st " d,‘lU b»<«y “hid. feels Involved in c Inns room affairs, s, ,,-
dents demonstrate their Involvement by Internalizing classroom
norms In academic pursuits and obedience to classroom rules and
regulations. The atmosphere Is congenial and there is a cohe-
siveness and a sense of togetherness in this climate.
This factor, then, encompasses environmental characteris-
tics such as the presence of cohesion, concern and a sense of
involvement. The relatively low scores for this variable are
desirable.
Humanism: The classroom scores for this variable reflect a moderate
concern for the value of the individual. It is a fairly suppor-
tive climate that is marked by a reasonable: level of courtesy.
In addition, this value placed on the individual is carried
over to his personal acts of expression, specifically aesthetic
expression. This climate demonstrates a concern for creativity,
and it is supportive of poetry, music, painting, and theater. A
classroom characteri-ed by this atmosphere is concerned with the
integrity of the individual and respect for his cultural and
aesthetic expression.
It is desirable that environments possess a high score for
this variable. Reflective of a concern for the integrity and
value of the individual, classrooms must support and inspire
creativity in the personal acts of individual students. Thus,
the scores for this variable ideally could be higher in class-
rooms where behavioral objectives are used, than the moderate
levels reported here.
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Autonon^: The moderate scores for this variable reflect an environ-
ment which is fairly supportive of student Independence. This
climate suggests student initiative as well as autonomy.
It is desirable for a classroom to receive a high score on
this variable. It is important that educational environments
support and encourage the opportunity for students to share in
the responsibility for their own learning. It is likewise cru-
cial that sufficient opportunities exist for maturity to be de-
veloped through sufficient interaction with teachers and other
adults. Thus, the scores for this variable ideally could be
higher than the moderate levels reported here in classrooms
where behavioral objectives are used.
Morale : The statements contained in this variable relate to student
attitudes towards the classroom. The moderately high scores for
this variable indicate a friendly and cheerful classroom environ-
ment. This environment may be described as a happy one in which
learners and teachers have a warm relationship. The moderately
high scores for thd c’ factor are desirable.
Opportunism: The items contained in this variable reflect an environ-
ment which is characterized by behavior which adapts to expediency
or circumstance. The low to moderate scores for this variable
suggest a climate in which one does not gain much social capital
and/or academic status by behaving in an appropriate manner with
important and powerful people.
We need classrooms which foster honesty and straight-forward
behavior, unclouded by the entrepreneurial activity and political
maneuvering characteristic of higher scores for this variable.
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Thus, the low to moderate scores for this variable are desirable.
-
eS0UrCeS ! 11,6 ltems ln thls variable reflect the number of optional
learning opportunities available to and initiated for the stu-
dents. The emphasis here is in the availability of in-class as
well as extra-class resources. Included in this category are
such resources as written materials, field trips, television,
exhibits and music. Tile availability of friendliness of the
teacher as a supporting service for learning Is also included
in this variable.
Classrooms should score high on this variable. The moderate
scores on this variable suggest that the variety of learning ac-
tivities offered to learners is less than desirable for an ideal
educational environment.
Another way of describing selected variables of the educational
environment of elementary classrooms in which behavioral objectives are
used is to isolate five classrooms in which teachers display greatest
extent of use of behavioral objectives and five classrooms in which
teachers display ’east extent of use of behavioral objectives. Follow-
ing the isolation, profiles for each variable of the educational environ-
ment were constructed for each classroom displaying high and low use of
behavioral objectives. An examination of classroom profiles is a useful
way to analyze the similarities and differences between educational en-
vironments across all variables for both greatest and least extent of
use of behavioral objectives. It places the variables in context with
each other, and provides a visual presentation of the data.
Inspection of these profiles, depicted in Figures 1 through 12,
reveals the following:
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1. Figures
.1 and 2 suggest that classrooms in which behavioral ob-
jectives are used to the greatest extent tend to contain lower
levels of Alienation than classrooms in which behavioral objec-
tives are used to the least extent.
2. Figures 3 and 4 suggest that classrooms in which behavioral ob-
jectives are used to the greatest extent tend to contain higher
levels of Humanism than classrooms in which behavioral objectives
are used to the least extent.
3. Figures 5 and 6 suggest that classrooms in which behavioral ob-
jectives are used to the greatest extent tend to contain higher
levels of Autonomy than classrooms in which behavioral objectives
are used to the least extent.
4. Figures 7 and 8 suggest that classrooms in. which behavioral ob-
jectives are used to the greatest extent tend to contain higher
levels of Morale than classrooms in which behavioral objectives
are used to the least extent.
5. Figures 9 and 10 suggest that classrooms in which behavioral ob-
jectives are used t. the greatest extent tend to contain higher
levels of Opportunism than classrooms in which behavioral objec-
tives are used to the least extent.
6. Figures 11 and 12 suggest that classrooms in which behavioral
objectives are used to the greatest extent tend to contain
higher levels of Resources than classrooms in which behavioral
objectives are used to the least extent.
In order to summarize these data, two additional profiles were
constructed. These profiles, depicted in Figures 13 and 14, compare the
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mean scores for the selected variables oT the educational environment
in the five classrooms in which teachers display the greatest use of be-
havioral objectives and the five classrooms in which teachers display
the least use of behavioral objectives. These data suggest that class-
rooms in which behavioral objectives are used to the greatest extent,
tend to contain lower levels of Alienation, and higher levels of Human-
ism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism, and Resources than classrooms in
which behavioral objectives are used to the least extent.
Findings suggest that the educational environment in elementary
classrooms is not damaged by the use of behavioral objectives. Further,
there findings counter criticism offered in opposition to a behavioral
objective approach, particularly that criticism which implies that the
use of behavioral objectives may result in a less human, mechanical,
educational environment.
On the basis of statistical evidence and the various descriptions
of selected variables of the educational environment in elementary class-
rooms in which behavioral objectives are used, research objective number
2 has been achieved.
Relationships Between the Extent of Teacher Use
of Behavioral Objectives and Selected Variables
of the Educational Environment
Specific bivariate relationships were tested to determine if re-
search objective number 3 was accomplished by obtaining Pearson product-
moment correlations between the composite score describing the extent of
teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected variables of the edu-
cational environment. As stated previously, the composite score de-
scribing the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives was determined
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Figure 1
A Comparison of Alienation Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Greatest Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 2
A Comparison of Alienation Scores in the Educational
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Figure 3
A Comparison of Humanism Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Greatest Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 4
A Comparison of Humanism Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Least Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 5
A Comparison of Autonomy Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Greatest Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 6
A Comparison of Autonomy Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Least Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 7
A Comparison of Morale Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Greatest Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 8
A Comparison of Morale Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Least Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 9
A Comparison of Opportunism Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Greatest Use of Behavioral Objectives
100
80
60
40
20
0
22212 33111 33112 33113 33211
CLASSROOM NUMBER
Figure 10
A Comparison of Opportunism Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Least Use of Behavioral Objectives
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Figure 11
A Comparison of
Environment of
Greatest
Resource Scores in the Educational
Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Use of Behavioral Objectives
Figure 12
A Comparison of Resource Scores in the Educational
Environment of Classrooms in Which Teachers Display
Least Use of Behavioral Objectives
100
80
60
40
20
0
11111 11113 11115 11211 22112
CLASSROOM NUMBER
ESESC ESESO
MEAN
ESESO
SCORES
MEAN
ESESC
SCORES
99
Figure 13
A Comparison of Mean ESESC Scores in Classrooms
Where Teachers Display Greatest and Least Use
of Behavioral Objectives
Figure 14
A Comparison of Mean ESESO Scores in Classrooms
Where Teachers Display Greatest and Least Use
of Behavioral Objectives
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by scoring the Supervisor
Checklist, correlating the
Statement', Teacher Survey, and the Interview
scores of the three instruments with each
other, and building the composite based on the resuits ot the correla-
tions of the three instruments. The composite score describing the ex-
tent of teacher use of behavioral objectives was determined by standard-
izing the scores of the Supervisor Statement and the Interview Checklist
and then adding these z-scores together. This composite is known as
Composite 101 (one part Supervisor Statement, no inclusion of the Teacher
Survey, one part Interview Checklist). The educational environments of
elementary classrooms were described based on the perceptions of two
separate groups-students and observers. The environment variables for
each group were correlated separately with the behavioral objective vari-
ables
.
The Pearson product-moment correlations and significance levels
for the ESESC scores and the behavioral objective scores are presented
in Table 14. Inspection reveals that four of the six possible relation-
ships between the extent of use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educationa 1 environment of elementary classrooms as
perceived by students were significant (p<.05). Humanism (.61, p^.002),
Morale (.37, p^.OAS), and Resources (.59, p-<.003) scores were found to
be positively related to the extent of teacher use of behavioral objec-
tive scores. The Alienation (-.45, p<.018) score was found to be nega-
tively related to the extent of teacher use of behavioral objective
scores
.
The Pearson product -moment correlations and significance levels
for the ESESO scores and the behavioral objective scores are presented
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in Table 15. Inspection reveals that five of the six possible relation-
ships between the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and
selected variables of the educational environment of elementary class-
rooms as perceived by observers were significant (p^.05). Humanism
(.55, p < .004)
,
Autonomy (.46, p-c.017), Morale (.45, p^.019), and
Resources (.61, p<.002) scores were found to be positively related to
the extent of teacher use of behavioral objective scores. The Alienation
score (-.40, p <.034) was found to be negatively related to the extent of
teacher use of behavioral objective scores.
These relationships suggest that as the extent of teacher use of
behavioral objectives increases, the level of Alienation decreases, and
the levels of Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, and Resources increase in the
educational environment of elementary classrooms. Thus, on the basis of
statistical evidence, significant relationships between the extent of
teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected variables of the educa-
tional environment have been found and research objective number 3 has
been achieved.
Since correlational * echniques are concerned only with the degree
of relation of two variables, it is not possible to suggest cause and ef-
fect inferences from the bivariate findings reported above. For example,
the finding of a significant negative relation between the behavioral ob-
jective scores and the Alienation scores, does not enable us to conclude
that the increased teacher use of behavioral objectives causes students
and observers to perceive decreased amounts of Alienation in the educa-
tional environment. The correlational findings, however, do provide
indications of useful starting points for experimental research into
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possible causal relationships. For school personnel. It should be par-
ticularly useful to know that it is possible to examine classroom con-
ditions such as Alienation, Humanism, Morale, etc., and that these
features are significantly related to the extent of teacher use of be-
havioral objectives.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
The purposes of this chapter are to summarize the findings of
this research and to identify significant additional areas of research
suggested by this study.
Summary
The central purpose of this study was to determine the relation-
ship between the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and
selected variables of the educational environment of elementary class-
rooms. The following three research objectives were generated for the
study based on a review of existing research:
1. To determine to what extent teachers use behavioral objectives
in selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment
in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship between the
extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment.
The data for reaching these objectives were gathered from twenty-
two teachers and their 535 students in twelve schools of three school
systems. Five instruments were used for gathering data; two instruments
for describing the educational environment of elementary classrooms and
and three for describing the extent to which teachers use behavioral
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objectives. A classroom edition of the Elementary School Environment
Survey (ESES) was used to measure selected aspects of the classroom ed-
ucational environment. Scores were obtained for the dimensions of
Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale, Opportunism, and Resources. At
a time following the administration of the ESES to the student sample,
three trained researchers observed consecutively the educational envi-
ronment of each classroom. Each observer used a checklist consisting
of items adapted from the ESES.
The Supervisor Statement of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral
Objectives, Survey of Extent of Teacher Use of Behavioral Objectives and
the Interview Checklist to Determine the Extent of Teacher Use of Behav-
ioral Objectives were used to describe the extent of teacher use of be-
havioral objectives based on both participant and observer reporting.
Questions refer to those attributes of objectives most frequently men-
tioned in the literature. The number of items were adjusted where neces-
sary to obtain a balance of topics. Both forced-choice and open-ended
questions were used.
On the basis of sta' istical evidence and the various descriptions
of both the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected
variables of the educational environment in elementary classrooms, the
three research objectives were achieved. The findings of the investiga-
tion indicated that there is variance in the use of behavioral objectives
by teachers, that selected variables of the educational environment,
though less than ideal, seemed not to be damaged by the use of behavioral
objectives, and that there is a significant relationship (p^-05) between
teacher use of behavioral objectives and selected variables of the
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educational environment. Specific findings of the data analysis provided
sufficient evidence to warrant the following conclusions:
1. The students' perceptions of Alienation (r =
-.453, p<.018) in
the educational environment were significantly related negative-
ly to the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives.
2. The students' perceptions of Humanism (r =
.610, pc. 002), Morale
(r =
. 370, pc. 045), and Resources (r =
.585, p<.003) in the ed-
ucational environment were significantly related positively to
the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives.
3. The observers' perceptions of Alienation (r =
-.398, p<.034) in
the educational environment were significantly related negatively
to the extent of teacher use of behavioral objectives.
4. The observers' perceptions of Humanism (r = .554, p<.004), Autonomy
( r = *455, pC.017), Morale (r = .448, pc. 019), and Resources
(r = .613, pc .002) in the educational environment were signifi-
cantly related positively to the extent of teacher use of behav-
ioral objectives.
5. Few teachers (eightt n percent) fully use a behavioral objective
approach.
6. Most teachers (eighty- two percent) use units containing objec-
tives, yet, few teachers (eighteen percent) use objectives that
are defined in behavioral terms; what the learner is expected to
do, how well the learner is expected to achieve the objective,
and under what conditions the learner's performance will be
evaluated
.
7 . Many teachers (fifty percent) use pre-tests i„ th ,f n e units they
t6aCh
’
yet
’ f6W
< tht«y-two percent) use pre-tests
which measure the behaviors stated in the unit's objectives.
Most teachers (ninety-six percent) have learning activities
stated for each objective, yet fewer teachers (seventy-seven
percent) use alternate learning activities for each objective.
Most teachers use post- tests in the units they teach, yet, few
teachers (twenty-three percent) use post-tests which measure the
behaviors stated in the unit's objectives.
10. Pew teachers (twenty-three percent) use a record keeping proce-
dure commensurate with the behavioral objective approach.
11. All of the teachers (one hundred percent) use a traditional re-
port card with letter grades for reporting student progress to
parents
.
12. The educational environments in classrooms where behavioral ob-
jectives are used contain low levels of both Alienation and
Opportunism.
13. The educational envi onments in classrooms where behavioral ob-
jectives are used contain moderate levels of Humanism, Autonomy
and Resources.
14. There is a moderate to high level of Morale in the educational
environment in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
Implications for Further Research
Conduction of the present study has revealed the need for further
investigation into (1) the use of behavioral objectives by teachers,
(-) the educational environment of element
relationship between the use of behavioral
al environment of elementary classrooms,
meaning of this research to educators are
this section.
ary classrooms, and ( 3 ) the
objectives and the education-
Studies that would extend the
discussed in the remainder of
Use of Behavioral Objectives
In the midst of rece.,t charges of educational crisis, the teach-
er has emerged bearing the brunt of critics. As the person in direct
contact with students, the teacher is held responsible for what happens
behind the classroom door. The teacher is the one to be accused if
Johnny does not learn to read, add, etc.
Too often, teachers design their activities based on "What shall
I do?". More important is the question, "What do I want my learners to
become?". With this question as a base for curricular decisions, the
teacher can decide what educational purposes she is trying to attain,
what educational experiences can be provided that are likely to attain
these purposes, and how can she determine whether these purposes are
attained. From t .3 basic curriculum guideline, several research ques-
tions arise regarding the goal-setting behavior and the instructional
behavior of teachers for determining the resultant behavior (learning)
of students. For example, how do we train teachers to develop meaning-
ful objectives based on the needs of individual students? How do we
train teachers to provide appropriate learning experiences that are
likely to help individual students attain stated objectives? How do we
train teachers to evaluate students in terms of resultant learning?
Clearly, teachers should be employed to promote behavior changes in
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students. Further research must be conducted to determine
training teachers to develop appropriate behavior patterns
mining resultant behavior changes (learning) in students.
means of
for deter-
In Chapter II, several examples illustrating existing disagree-
ment regarding the definition of objectives were presented. Some objec-
tives were stated as a general goal. Others were extremely specific in
regard to measurability. Yet the author of each statement considered it
to be a behavioral objective. Research could be conducted to determine
ways of clarifying the definition and meaning of behavioral objectives.
Further, the level of specificity seems to generate much disagreement.
Research is needed to study various levels of specificity and how each
level might influence classroom conditions. For example, should behav-
ioral objectives have a higher degree of specificity for different sub-
ject-matter disciplines? Is a level of specificity more appropriate for
the cognitive domain than the affective domain?
The present study has concerned itself with the specific behav-
iors exhibited by a teacher who uses behavioral objectives. Additional
research might b r beneficic in finding methods for determining the ex-
tent of teacher use of behavioral objectives other than those utilized
in the present investigation. Another study might concern itself with
discovering if there are certain types of teacher behavior that are
dictated by a teacher's use of behavioral objectives. For instance,
are teachers who use behavioral objectives more responsive to student
needs? Are teachers who use behavioral objectives less capable of
coning with emerging classroom problems?
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Another important issue well worth pursuing concerns the appro-
priate use of behavioral objectives. Are behavioral objectives more
appropriate and useful in some subject matter disciplines than in others?
Are they equally appropriate for cognitive, affective and psychomotor
development? Are they equally appropriate for both lower and higher
order objectives as characterized by Bloom? Further, are there learning
activities of value in and of themselves which should be made available
to students even though specific behavioral objectives cannot be stated
in advance?
This study has shown that record keeping of individual student
progress by way of behavioral objectives has been limited. Prior to
the advent of behavioral objectives, grouping of units and the like into
courses was familiar and has been taken for granted. Now with subtargets
made visible in the form of objectives, there should be an interesting
set of challenges in recording the student's mastery of the various ob-
jectives. What sort of recording is going to be made at the level of
mastery of individual objectives? How will the record of accomplishment
be maintained in the studen. file so that counselors, teachers, colleges
and employers may know exactly what has been mastered by the individual
student?
The selection of behavioral objectives has been left to either
the textbook publishers or the teachers. The selection of objectives
by students has apparently not been explored fully. Future studies
might explore ways in which students might make contributions to deter-
mine (1) the objectives themselves, (2) the particular learning activi-
ties to reach those objectives, and (3) ways in which students might
best be evaluated in terms of his progress towards the objectives.
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Educational Environment
In Chapter III, concern was expressed about the validity and
reliability of instruments used in this study. A study should be con-
ducted of psychometric properties of the Elementary School Environment
Survey when adapted for the classroom. Such a study could perform an
item analysis utilizing both the student and classroom as the experimen-
tal unit, examine the effect of slight word changes in certain items,
and consider the issue of reliability of the subtests included in the
instrument. Additional factor analysis is also warranted as an impor-
tant phase of continuing research on the ESES.
Procedures should be developed for obtaining environmental per-
ceptions of students enrolled in grades lower than five and six. Also
urgently needed is educational environment research at the secondary
level. Such studies should provide further understanding about the
dynamics of the environment at different stages of a student’s schooling.
The ESES seems adequate for obtaining information regarding the
classroom educational environment. It is likely that various procedures
for the collection of evidei ce about the educational environment could
be further developed for studying the characteristics of classroom atmos-
phere. The observation method utilized in this study, for example, might
be refined and additional interview techniques might be explored in the
hope of providing valuable environmental information. More ways to
gather information about environments will result in greater understand-
ing of the characteristics of the classroom atmosphere.
Another important consideration for additional research regards
the stability and change of educational environments. The present
112
investigation has provided a measure of the environment at a single
point in time. It is likely that environmental features will vary from
hour to hour, day to day, and year to year. Considerable research is
needed to determine the influence of these environmental fluctuations
on both cognitive and affective areas of student development.
Further research questions arise regarding the interaction be-
tween classroom environment and student behavior. For example, what
particular environment is appropriate for bringing about desired changes
m children? Or, how do we determine if certain environments help or
hinder student learning? Will a major change in environment result in
corresponding changes in student characteristics? What are the times
in a child’s development when environmental intervention will result in
the greatest amount of change? These questions aie related to differ-
ences in environments and students. Further research much be done to
determine the relevance of such questions for understanding the educa-
tional impact the elementary classroom environment has on the learner.
The present study focused on the relationship between the ex-
tent of teacher use of behc' ioral objectives and selected variables of
the classroom environment. Variables other than the use of behavioral
objectives can influence classroom atmosphere. Additional research is
needed to identify important independent variables. For example, does
class use or type of educational program affect the climate of class-
rooms? Not until we better know what factors influence the classroom
environment will we be able to generate specific conditions that fos-
ter learning or eliminate conditions that hinder learning.
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Relationships Between the Use of Behavior al
Objectives and th e Educational Environment
As regards to the results of the present study, several direc-
tions for research seem appropriate. It should be noted that the pur-
poses of this study were exploratory. The results of this study have
revealed certain relationships between the extent of teacher use of
behavioral objectives and the educational environment of elementary
classrooms. Further research should refine the present research de-
sign and replicate the study. Additionally, the replication might de-
fine with greater precision the relationships explored.
The determination of correlational relationships between se-
lected phenomena is a useful prelude to experimental research. The
significant relationships discovered in the present study should be
used in further research of a more experimental nature. It is hoped
that research could be designed to test the causal relationships be-
tween the selected variables of Alienation, Humanism, Autonomy, Morale,
and Resources in the educational environment and the extent of teacher
use of behavioral objectives.
As school implement jehavioral objectives (as well as other
curricular changes)
,
careful determination of varying effects on educa-
tional environments seems necessary. In order to maintain a perspec-
tive of environmental conditions throughout the adoption and implemen-
tation of attempts at educational change, a longitudinal study could be
employed. One purpose of such a study would be to provide continuous
feedback concerning the effects of change on the environment in indi-
vidual classrooms. Another use of a longitudinal study would be to
guide direction for future change.
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It is hoped that the present study will stimulate further in-
vestigation into the use of behavioral objectives and the characteris-
tics of educational environment. It is here that research shou!d
enable educators to understand the diverse and complex effects of un-
dertaking curricula change.
B 1BLI0GRAPHY
116
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Amherst-Pelham Regional School District, Amherst, Massachusetts.
|ystem Approach to Indivi dualizing Instruction , an InitialReport prepared for the Massachusetts Department of Education,February 1971.
Amherst-Pelham Regional School District, Amherst, Massachusetts.
Evaluation Council. System Approach to Individualizing
Instruction: Performance Objective Program. An Evaluation
Report, 1971-1972
.
'
Ammons, Margaret. "An Empirical Study of Process and Product in Cur-
riculum," Journal of Educational Research
, 1964, 57.
Anastasi, Anne. "Heredity, Environment and the Question ’How?"'
Psychological Review
, 1958, 65 .
Anderson, H. H. and Brewer, J. E. "Studies of Teachers' Classroom
Personalities," II. Effects of Teachers' Dominative and Inte-
grative Contacts on Children's Classroom Behavior," Applied
Psychology Monograph
,
1945, 6_.
Atkin, J. Myron. "Behavioral Objectives in Curriculum Design , " The
Science Teacher
,
May 1968.
Baker, E. L. "Effects on Student Achievement of Behavioral and Non-
Behavioral Objectives," Journal of Experimental Education
,
1969, 37 (4).
Bender, Jon. "Th<~ Elementary School Environment: Perceptions of Stu-
dents and Teachers." Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Massachusetts, 1971.
Bloom, Benjamin S. Stability and Change in Human Characteristics .
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964.
Bloom, Benjamin S. Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, The Classifica-
tion of Educational Goals, Handbook I: Cognitive Domain . New
York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1964.
Bloom, Benjamin S. "Learning for Mastery," Evaluation Comment (News-
letter). Los Angeles: U.C.L.A. Center for the Study of Eval-
uation of Instructional Programs, May 1968.
117
Bobbitt, John Franklin.
Company, 1918.
The Curriculum
. Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Bobbitt, John Franklin. How To Make A Curriculum
Mifflin Company, 1924^
. Boston: Houghton
Campbell, Donald T. and Stanley, Julian C.
Experimental Designs for Research
.
Company, 1963.
Experimental and Quasi-
Chicago: Rand McNally and
Cohen, A. M. "Technology: Thee or Me? Behavioral Objectives and theCollege Teacher, Educational Technology
, November 1970.
Cronbach, Lee J. Essentials of Psychological Testing
,
3rd edition.
New York: Harper and Row, 1970.
Deterline
,
William A. "The Secrets We Keep From Students," ed. Miriam
B. Kapfer. New Jersey: Educational Technology Publications,
1971.
Dewey, John. Democracy and Education
. New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1916.
Ebel
,
R. "Behavioral Objectives: A Close Look," Phi Delta Kappan,
November 19 70.
Eisner, Elliot W. "Educational Objectives: Help or Hindrance."
Paper presented at the 50th Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association. Chicago, February 1966.
Eisner, Elliot W. "Instruct .onal and Expressive Educational Objectives
Their For elation and Use in Curriculum," Instructional Objec-
tives: American Educational Research Association Monograph
Series on Curriculum Evaluation, 1969, No. 3.
Flanders, Ned A. Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes, and Achievement .
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Departmert of Health, Education and
Welfare, Office of Education, 1965.
Gagne, Robert M. "Curriculum Research and the Promotion of Learning,"
Perspectives of Curriculum Evaluation , edited by R. Othanel
Smith. Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1967.
Gerhard, Muriel. Effective Teaching Strategies with the Behavioral
Outcomes Approach . West Nyack, New York: Parker Publishing
Company, Inc., 1971.
118
Ghiselli
,
Edwin E.
McGraw-Hill
Theory of Psychological Measurement.
B o ok Comp any
,
1 9 6 A .
New York:
Good lad
,
John 1. The Changing Schoo l Curriculum.
Inc., 1966.
Ihe Georgian Press
Goodlad
,
John I. "Curriculum: The State of the Field,"
Educational Research
. 1960, 30 (3).
Review of
Halpin
,
A. H. and Croft, D. The Organizational Climate of School s.
Salt Lake City: U.S. Office of Education Report, 1962.
Harrow, Anita J. Taxonomy of Psychomotor Domain: A Guide for Develon-
ing Behavioral Objectives
. New York: David McKay Company, Inc.,
Hastings, Glen R. "Independent Learning Based on Behavioral Objectives,"
Journal of Educational Research
, 1972, 65 (9).
Hill, E. and Grammatteo, M. "Socioeconomic Status and Its Relationship
to School Achievement in the Elemental School," Elementary
English
, 1963, AO.
Instructional Objectives Exchange. Attitudes Toward School, Grade K-12 .
Los Angeles, California, 19 70.
Instructional Objectives Exchange. Catalogs of Objectives . Los
Angeles, California, 1966.
Jenkins, J. R. and Deno
,
S. L. "Influence of Knowledge and Type of Ob-
jectives on Subject- latter Learning," Journal of Educational
Psycholo} ,
,
1971
,
6
2
(1).
Kapfer, Miriam B. Behavioral Objectives in Curriculum Development
—
Selected Readings and Bibliography . New Jersey: Educational
Technology Publications, 1971.
Kapfer, Philip G. and Ovard, Glen F. Preparing and Using Individualized
Learning Packages for Ungraded, Continuous Progress Education .
New Jersey: Educational Technology Publications, 1971.
Kibler
,
Robert J.; Barder, Larry L. and Miles, David T. Behavioral
Objectives and Instruction . Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1970.
119
Krathwohl David R.; Bloom, Benjamin S. and Masia, Bertram, B. Taxonomy£l_Ednc at tonal Obneetives. The - f
Goals
,
Handbook II; Affective Domain.
Company, Inc., 1964.
New York: David McKay
Lorge, Irving. The Lorge Formula for Estimating Difficulty of Reading
Materials
. New York: Columbia University Teachers' College,
McAshan
,
H. H. Writing Behavioral Objectives
. New York: Harper and
Row Publishers, 19 70.
MacDonald, James B. and Wolfson, Bernice J. "A Case Against Behavioral
Objectives. Paper presented to the Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development. Chicago, 1969.
McKay, A. Bruce. "Principals, Teachers and Elementary Youth: Measure-
ment of Selected Variables of Teacher-Principal Social Inter-
action and Educational Environment." Unpublished Ed.D. disser-
tation, University of Massachusetts, 1971.
Mager, Robert F. Preparing Instructional Objectives . Palo Alto,
California: Fearon Publishers, 1962.
Medley, Donald M. and Metzel, Harold. "A Technology for Measuring Class-
room Behavior," Journal of Educational Psychology
,
1958, 49 .
Miles, David T. and Robinson, Roger E. "Behavioral Objectives: An
Even Closer Look," Educational Technology
,
June 1971.
Murray, Henry A. Exploration s in Personality . New York: Oxford
Universif’ Press, 1° )8.
Newman, Horation H. ; Freeman, Frank N. and Holzinger, Karl J. Twins :
A Study of Heredity and Environment . Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 19 37.
Pace, C. Robert and Stem, George G. "Approach to the Measurement of
Psychological Characteristics of College Environments," Journal
of Educational Psychology , 1958, 49.
Phillips, Mark. "Conceptual Systems and Educational Environment: Re-
lationships Between Teacher Conceptual Systems, Student Concep-
tual Systems, and Classroom Environment as Perceived by Fifth
and Sixth Grade Students." Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Massachusetts, 1972.
120
I'ialt, Robert Coorge. "An Investigation of the Effect the Training of
jectlves
” ' Wr
o
tlng
""P ,<wn""R Mucatlonnl Ob-i Has on Learner Outcomes lor Students Enrolled In a
llITk
Pr°8ram ^ the PuMiC
Popham, W James ^.Criterion Referen ced Measurement: An Introduction
.Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Educational Technology' Publica-tions, 1971.
Popham, W. James, ed. "Objectives and Instruction," Instructional Ob -jectives : American Educational Research Association Monograph
Series of Curriculum Evaluation
. 1969. No.
Popham, W. James, ed. "Practical Ways of Improving Curriculum via
Measurable Objectives," The Bulletin of the National Associa-
tion of Secondary School Principals
,
May 1971.
—
Popham, W. James, ed. Probing the Validity of Arguments Against Be-
havioral Objectives. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association. Chicago, February
1968.
Popham, W. James and Baker, Eva L. Systematic Instruction
. Engelwood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970.
Ravindrakumar
,
Dave. "The Identification and Measurement of Environment
Process Variables that are Related to Educational Achievement."
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 1963.
Sadker, David. "Schools as Seen by Children: A Factor Analytic Study
of the Perceptions o. Fifth and Sixth Grade Students Toward
Elementar School Environments." Unpublished Ed.D. disserta-
tion, University of Massachusetts, 1971.
Shaw, M. "Relation of Social Economic Status to Educational Achieve-
ment," Journal of Educational Research
,
1943, 37 .
Sinclair, Robert L. "Elementary School Educational Environment: Measure-
ment of Selected Variables of Environmental Press." Unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, UCLA, 1968.
Raths
,
James D. "Specifity As a Threat to Curriculum Reform." Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association. Chicago, February 1968.
121
Raths
,
James D.
Research
.
"Teaching Without Specific Objectives "
April 1971.
‘
’ Educational
Tyler, Ralph W.
Chicago:
Basic Principles o f Curricul um and Instruction.
The University of Chicago, 1950.
~
U.S. Department of Commerce.
C23, Massachusetts.
Town and City Monographs for 1970
, PC (1)-
Walberg, Herbert J. "Teacher Personality and Classroom Climate,"
Psychology in the Schools
. 1968, 5.
Withall
,
J. "The Development of a Technique for the Measurement of the
Social-Emotional Climate in the Classroom," Journal of Experi-
mental Education
, 1949, J7.
Woodruff, Afahel D. and Kapfer, Philip G. "Behavioral Objectives and
Humanism in Education: A Question of Specif ity," Educational
Technology
,
January 1972.
Yelon, Stephen L. and Scott, Roger 0. A Strategy for Writing Objectives
.
Iowa: Kendall Hunt Publishing Company, 1971.
APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS OF SCHOOLS
12 A
50 Meadow Street
Townehouse 12
Amherst, Massachusetts
February 12, 19 73
Mr. John Smith
Superintendent of Schools
Amherst Regional School District
Amherst, Massachusetts 01050
Dear Mr. Smith:
in the final staved C£mdldate at the diversity of Massachusetts
collecting
^
^°8ram - Presently, I am drawing a sampleand data for my dissertation. One of my advisors Bob
study
alr
’ SU8geSted that you mi 8ht be interested in supporting this
The dissertation is
the extent of teacher use of
environment of elementary cl
poses
:
intended to study the relationship between
behavioral objectives and the educational
ass rooms. Thus, the study has three pur-
1. To determine to what extent behavioral objectives are used in
selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment
where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship between the
extent of use of behavioral objectives and selected variables
of the educational '.vironment.
Please find enclosed a brief but expanded description of the
proposed study so that you might gain a clearer perspective. This
description contains an introduction, the purpose of the study, a
description of the procedures including sampling, instrumentation and
analysis, and time involvement. Please note the time involvement for
your system. Approximately five to ten classrooms will be utilized
from each system supporting the study to make up the entire sample.
Additionally, these qualifications will be adhered to strictly:
1. Confidentiality of teachers will be protected.
Time and operational details will be arranged in concert with
the wishes of building principals.
2 .
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- 2 -
I would like to include your School District as part of the
crpad * i \6aSe adV1SG me ° f this P°ssibillty. Time is becoming in-
res pons
e
V mp °rtant
’
and
’
if convenient, I would appreciate an early
Sincerely
,
Laurence Howard Kahn
549-3952
Enclosure
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A
. I nf roduct i on
During the last decade, behavioral objectives have become an ac-
cepted though controversial part of school curricula. Behavioral
o jectives have been employed in many new and diverse educational
enterprises; including large-scale curriculum revisions, planning
and evaluation models, federally aided projects and performance
contracts
.
Though objectives are often cited by proponents and opponents alike
as the intrusion of technical, systematic approach, there is sur-
prisingly little empirical attention given to the effects of objec-
tive usage. The very sensibleness of the objective-based approach
may have obscured the need for research. Jenkins and Deno agree
that research on the use of behavioral objectives is needed.
Further research on behavioral objectives is urgently needed, and
the most basic unit of possible research seems to concern objectives
and the classroom. If behavioral objectives are to be used in an
effective manner, then research must provide direction.
The various aspects of behavioral objectives have only begun to be
studied. Some curriculum theorists have defined objectives, others
have described their use. Some researchex^ have investigated teach-
ers’ skill in recognizing and writing proper behavioral objectives.
Others have studied teachers' attitudes toward the use of behavioral
objectives and students’ differential learning due to the use of
this instructional tool. One aspect that seems slighted for inves-
tigation is the relationship between behavioral objectives and the
educational environment of elementary classrooms.
Research has indicated that classroom environment is affected by
teachers' behavior. It is logical to assume that the use of behav-
ioral objectives is likely to affect teacher behavior; thus, there
is reason to believe tho^ relationships might exist between the use
of behaviora 1 objectives and the educational environment.
B. Purpose of the Study
The present study is designed to achieve three purposes:
1. To determine to what extent behavioral objectives are used in
selected elementary classrooms.
2. To describe selected variables of the educational environment
in classrooms where behavioral objectives are used.
3. To determine if there is a significant relationship between
the extent of use of behavioral objectives and selected vari-
ables of the educational environment.
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1 envlron"’en ';: Educational environment is de-ed as the conditions, forces and external stimuli which exertan influence on the individual. The environment is conceived to bea complex system of situational determinants fostering the develop-
ment of individual characteristics. Tile determinants may he factors
of social, physical and intellectual significance." This conceptual-izatxon of environment, developed by Sinclair (1968) is based on an
earlier assumption by Murray (1938) that behavior is a function of
the transactional relationship between the individual and his envi-
ronment
.
Building on this environmental rationale, Sinclair defined and mea-
sured five environmental variables that exist and differentiate among
elementary schools. His Elementary School Environment Survey (ESES)
was designed to measure the manifestations of each variable in ele-
mentary schools. Sadker (1971) cooperating with Sinclair, further
refined the meaning of educational environment to include six new
factors: alienation, humanism, autonomy, morale, opportunism, and
resources
.
Meaning of behavioral objective: Most influential on the wording of
objectives has been Mager. His criterion of an acceptable objective
is: "Basically, a meaningfully stated objective is one that succeeds
in communication to the reader the writer's instructional intent. It
is meaningful to the extent it conveys to others a picture (of what a
successful learner will be like) identical to the picture the writer
has in mind."
Further defined, the standard of objectives is that they clearly an-
swer the following questions:
1. Does the statement describe what the learner will be doing when
he is demonstrating that he has reached the objective?
2. Does the statement describe the important conditions (givens of
restrictions, or both) under which the learner will be expected
to demonstrate his competence?
3. Does the statement indicate how the learner will be evaluated?
Does it describe at least the lower limit of acceptable per-
formance?
Numerous writers have reworded the criteria stated above, but in gen-
eral, there is agreement that an objective should contain a measurable
student behavior, a context or statement of conditions in which mea-
surement will occur, and an acceptable level of performance.
C . Procedures—Sample
in order to meet the three objectives stated in the purpose of the
study, a sample, instruments and data analysis have been considered.
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The sample will be drawn from several school systems with differentdemographic characteristics. THe use of several school systems isintended to provide sufficient data for measuring the variability
°' e
f °? 1186 ° f behavioral objectives both among systems and"among. the classrooms within a system. Initially, extent of use ofbehavioral objectives will be estimated by an instrument adminis-tered to supervisors. This instrument, developed through a pilot
study, will ask the supervisor to rate, on an eleven-point scale,
the extent of use of behavioral objectives by each fifth and sixth
grade teacher under his supervision. From this larger population
(approximately sixty teachers), a stratified sample of twenty to
thirty teachers and students will be drawn. This stratification
will be based upon the extent of teacher use of behavioral objec-
tives and will utilize an equal number of teachers from each stratum
in order to make the sample more representative of a larger popula-
tion .
Instrumentation and Analysis
. The investigator has considered five
instruments for use in gathering data; two instruments for describ-
ing the educational environment in elementary classrooms and three
for describing the extent to which teachers use behavioral objectives.
The investigator will describe the educational environment of ele-
mentary classrooms based on data obtained through the use of both
Alpha and Beta presses as defined by Murrav. The students (as Beta
press) will be administered the ESES developed by Sinclair and
Sadker. The present study makes minor changes based on both past
research findings by McKay (1971) and the need to adapt the instru-
ment to measure classroom educational environments. Past studies
have shown the instrument to be high in reliability and in both con-
tent and construct validity. At a time following the administration
of the ESES to the student sample, three trained observers (as Alpha
press) will observe consecutively the educational environment of each
classroom. Each observer will use a checklist consisting of items
adapted from the ESES.
In order to d" ' ermine the extent of use of behavioral objectives,
three instruments will be utilized by the investigator. These in-
struments will describe the extent of use of behavioral objectives
based on both observer and participant reporting. The first of
three instruments designed by the investigator will measure the ex-
tent of use of behavioral objectives as reported by teachers. Ques-
tions refer to those attributes of objectives most frequently men-
tioned in the literature. The number of items will be adjusted
where necessary to obtain a balance of topics. Both forced— choice
and open-ended questions will be used.
The second instrument to be used to determine the extent of use of
behavioral objectives will be a checklist administered during an
interview with each teacher. During the interview, each teacher
will be asked to display and explain a recently completed unit of
use of behavioral objectives based on whether or not objectives
exist and are stated in behavioral terms, as well as whether or
129
not pre-tests learning activities, evaluation, record keeping
. c reports of students progress are commensurate with usage ascharacterized by the behavioral objective approach, in order to
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Teachers wh° receive the most "yes" answers11 b considered those who use objectives to the greatest extent.
The third Instrument designed to determine the extent of use of be-havloral objectives will be administered to one or more supervisors
O e teachers in the sample. The supervisors have had the oppor-tunity to observe the teachers on more than one occasion and can be
considered a valuable data source. The instrument will ask the
supervisor to rate on an eleven-point scale the extent of use of be-havioral objectives by each teacher under his supervision. Those
teachers who receive the highest score will be considered those who
use behavioral objectives to the greatest extent.
Finally, in order to determine if there are significant relation-
ships between the extent of use of behavioral objectives and the
educational environment of elementary classrooms, appropriate cor-
relational techniques will be employed.
Time involved . First
,
a supervisor will be asked to rate each teach-
er under his supervision. This will require less than one hour's
time. Next, students will be administered the ESES and teachers
will be administered the teacher report of extent of use of behav-
ioral objectives within a single hour on a single day. In addition,
one hour will be needed by trained teams for on-site observations to
gather data describing the educational environment. Beyond this,
the teachers will be asked to allow a brief (less than one hour) in-
terview to display and describe a recently completed unit of instruc-
tion .
This is intended to involve one supervisor, five to ten fifth and
sixth grade teachers and their students from your system. Data col-
lection will * ike place between March 12th and April 13th, 1973.
APPENDIX B
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY
(CLASSROOM EDITION)
elementary school environment survey
(Classroom Edition)
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We are interested in your ideas about your classroom. You know alot about the classroom because you spend a good part of your time in
school working and learning there. We are asking you to be a reporter
and tell your thoughts about your classroom.
Please understand that this is not a test, and there are no right
or wrong answers. In fact, we do not even ask your name. We simply want
your honest ideas about your class. Thank you for helping us.
Please read each item carefully and answer in terms of how well the
statement describes your classroom. Please mark your response to each
item clearly on the answer sheet provided. Use pencil only. Erase com-
pletely to change answers.
Marking Answe rs to Biographical Information (Use Items 1-8 on the answer
shee*-)
1
3. Fill in the school number as directed by the proctor.
4-5. Fill in the class number as directed by the proctor.
6. Sex: 1 Girl
2
Boy
7. Grade: 1 Fifth
2 Sixth
3 Ungraded
8. Please indicate how long you have been in this class:
1 Since school in September
2 I entered the class after September but before January
3 I entered the class after January
Marking Answers to Sentences
There are forty-two sentences about classrooms in this booklet. You
are to mark each sentence TRUE or FALSE. When you think a sentence cor-
rectly describes your classroom, mark that sentence TRUE by filling in
space Ti-irber 1 on the answer sheet. In other words, blacken in space num-
ber 1 if you think the sentence tells the way things usually are in your
classroom, what happens or might happen there, or the way people usually
13 ?
act or feel
Fill in space number 2 on the answer sheet if the sentence is FALSE
or is not the way things usually are in your classroom, is not what hap-
pens or might happen there, or is not the way people usually act or feel.
The following sample shows how to mark a sentence:
Sample sentence:
, 0 „ .l ^ j 4 5
Homework in this class is very easy.
^ | J | j j j | j
In this example, the student marked box number 1 on the answer sheet to
show that homework in this class is very easy. In other words, the stu-
dent reported that the sentence was TRUE.
Now you are ready to mark each of the forty-two sentences in the
booklet. It is important to remember that the sentences are about your
classroom.
Think about each sentence carefully and answer as honestly as you
can. Take your time and mark only one space for each sentence. Make sure
all sentences are marked.
Find sentence 9 below and space number 9 on the answer sheet and
begin
.
9.
Students in this classroom are very quick to tell the teacher
about things that shou d be changed.
10. Students almost always wait to be called on before speaking in
this classroom.
11. Students do not pay much attention to classroom rules and regu-
lations .
12. Students often tell the teacher what they would like to study.
13. Students may take books or other materials from the shelves
without the permission of the teacher.
- TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE PLEASE -
133
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20
.
21 .
22
.
23.
24.
Students do not get any special favors in this classroom.
Many students like to stay around after the class is over.
The teacher in this classroom tries extra hard to help students.
The teacher in this classroom is unfriendly.
as
S
poetrv
en
musi
n ^ ClaSS a” not Crested in such thingsy, c, or painting. fa
Students often work in small groups of about three or four stu-dents without the teacher.
One way to get good grades in this classroom is to be nice tothe teacher.
Students know who the most important people are in this class-
room.
Students in this classroom often interrupt while someone else
is talking.
This class teaches students to be polite.
Many students in this classroom help eacu other with their class-
work.
25. Most students in this classroom take a lot of care about their
school work.
26. Students in this classroom have many chances to help other students.
27. The teacher seldom takes this class to the library so that students
can look up information.
28. This classroom has vei few exhibits and pictures for students to
look at.
29. Many of the students in this classroom say that they do not like
the rules made by the teacher.
30. Students in this classroom know when they can get away with doing
something wrong.
31. Many students in this class do not behave while they are on the
playground.
32. Students in this classroom do not work on projects by themselves.
TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE PLEASE
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33 .
34 .
35 .
36 .
37
.
38 .
museums?
her ^ n0t ^ t0 Student « about concerts, plays and
Many students in this classroom get into trouble with the teacher.
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40 .
41 .
42 .
43 .
44 .
45 .
46
.
47
.
48 .
49 .
50.
The teacher in this classroom usually checks to make sure
students finish their school work.
that
Most students in this class do not like to get into any kind of
argument.
This classroom seems to be an unfriendly place.
In this classroom students have many chances to listen to music.
Many of the students in this class are unhappy about the class.
The students in this classroom feel like they are one big family.
Sometimes students in this classroom watch lessons on television.
When students do something wrong in this classroom, they usually
get caught.
The teacher in this Classroom watches the students closely when
they work t make sure there are no mistakes.
The teacher in this classroom cares about the problems that stu-
dents are having.
If students are unhappy in this class, the teacher will call their
parents
.
Students in this classroom will have it easier if the teacher knows
them well.
END
THANK YOU
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SCHOOL
CLASSROOM
OBSERVER
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY
OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
For each statement, indicate the extent of evidence which you observe
as support for the statement. In the blanks provided, insert the
number of the comment which best describes what you observe.
1 Strong evidence that the statement is true.
2 — Weak evidence that the statement is true.
3 — No evidence that the statement is either true or false.
4 Weak evidence that the statement is false.
5 — Strong evidence that the statement is false.
Please use one of the above numbers for each statement. It is impor
tant that you respond to each item.
(1) Students wait to be called on before speaking in this class-
room.
(2) Students do not pay much attention to classroom rules and
regulations
.
(3) Students tell the teacher what they would like to study.
(4) Students may take books or other materials from the shelves
without the permission of the teacher.
(5) Students do not get any special favors in this classroom.
(6) Many students like to stay around after the class is over.
(7) The teacher in thJ j classroom tries extra hard to help students.
(8) The te.cher in this classroom is unfriendly.
(9) Students work in small groups of about three or four students
without the teacher.
(10) Students in this classroom often interrupt while someone else
is talking.
(11) This class teaches students to be polite.
(12) Students in this classroom have chances to help other students.
(13) The teacher takes this class to the library so that students
can look up information.
(14) This classroom has very few exhibits and pictures for students
to look at.
L37
1 —
2 —
3 —
4 —
5 —
strong evidence that the statement is true.Weak evidence that the statement is trueNo evidence that the statement is either true or falseWeak evidence that the statement is false.Strong evidence that the statement is false.
(15)
(16)
Students in this classroom know when they can get away withdoing something wrong. y
selves^
^ ClaSSr°°m do not work on Projects by them-
(17) The teacher does not talk to students about concerts, playsand museums. v y
(18) Many students in this classroom get into trouble with theteacher.
(19)
(20)
The teacher is too busy to talk to students about their prob-lems or to give them extra help.
It is difficult for students in this classroom to get the
teacher to like them.
(21) Many students in this classroom help each other with their
classwork.
(22) The teacher in this classroom usually checks to make sure
that students finish their schoolwo^k.
(23) Most students in this class do not like to get into any kind
of argument.
(24)
(25)
This classroom seems to be an unfriendly place.
In this classroom students have many chances to listen to
music
.
(26)
(27)
Many of the students in this class are unhappy about the class
The students in this classroom feel like they are one big
happy family.
(28) Student in this classroom watch lessons on television.
(29) When students do something wrong in this classroom, they
usually get caught.
(30) The teacher in this classroom watches the students closely
when they work to make sure there are no mistakes.
(31) The teacher in this classroom cares about the problems that
students are having.
(32) Most students in this classroom take a lot of care about
their schoolwork.
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APPENDIX E
SUPERVISOR STATEMENT OF EXTENT
OF TEACHER USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
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SUPERVISOR STATEMENT
OF
EXTENT OF TEACHER USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
Below are the names of the teachers under your supervision.
Please indicate the extent to which each uses behavioral objectives
in his/her teaching. A score of
_10 indicates that teacher "A"
utilizes the behavioral objective approach all the time, in every
aspect of his/her teaching. A score of 0 indicates that teacher
"A" does not utilize the behavioral objective approach at all in
any aspect of his/her teaching.
Place an X on the line above the score you give to each
teacher. Try not to give everyone the same score. Try to differen-
tiate between teacher's ms'- of behavioral objectives. It is impor-
tant that you rate each teacher.
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SCHOOL
SUPERVISOR
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 To
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0123456789 10
0 123456789 10
0123456789 10
0123456789 10
0123456789 10
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OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
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We are interests in determining to what extent you use behavioral
objectives. The items in this questionnaire describe typical ac-lvities that occur when teachers use behavioral objectives.
Please understand that this is not a test. There are no right or
wrong answers. In fact, we do not even ask your name. We simply
want your honest descriptions about your use of behavioral objec-
tives
. Thank you for helping us
.
Biographical Information (Items 1-9 )
( 1 )
( 2 )
(3)
(4)
(5)
Fill in the school and class
number as directed by the proctor.
(6) Sex:
1. Male
2. Female
(7) Age:
1. 20-29
2. 30-39
40-49
4. 50-59
5. 60 or over
(8) Years of experience in education:
1. 0-3
2. 4-9
3. 10-19
4. 20-29
5. 30 or over
(9) Type of classroom:
1. Contained
2 . Open
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Extent of Use of Behavioral Obje c tives (Items m-Am
activity de^be^^T* the eXtent to “hlch *>•> Perfc,™ the
sert t-hp
S
^
ri e
^
by each statement. In the blanks provided in-
UJ . h number of the comment which best describes the extent towhich you perform the activity described by each statement It isimportant that you respond to each item.
(10) How often do you tell your students what constitutes
the minimum level of acceptable performance?
1. I tell them all the time.
2. I often tell them.
3. I seldom tell them.
4. I never tell them.
(11) How many of your learning activities are designed to
help students meet stated objectives?
1. All of them are designed in this way.
2. Many of them are designed in this way.
3. A few of them are designed in this way.
4. None of them are designed in this way.
(12) How many of the objectives you use are a part of the
cognitive domain?
1. Less than 50%.
2. Between 50% and 75%.
3. Between 75% and 90%.
4. Between 90% and 100%.
(13) For how many of your stated objectives do you use pre-
tests?
1. I use pre-tests for all of them.
2. I use p i-tests for many of them.
I use i e-tests for a few of them.
4. I use pre-tests for none of them.
(14) Even though you don't pre-specify all learning outcomes,
how often do your students know precisely what is ex-
pected of them?
1. I pre-specify all learning outcomes.
2. They usually know what is expected of them.
3. They know only when I've told them what is expected
of them.
They usually don't know what is expected of them.4.
1(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
( 20 )
wi tV^pos t-tes ts?
State“ °bJectives «• for use
1. All of them are designed this way.
2. Many of them are designed this way.
3. A few of them are designed this way.
4. None of them are designed this way.
How many of the objectives you use are a part of the
affective domain?
1. Between 0% and 10%.
2. Between 10% and 25%.
3. Between 25% and 50%.
4. More than 50%.
How many times do you test each student to see if he
has met each objective?
1. Zero.
2. Once only.
3. Twice, if he did not meet the objective the
first time.
4. As many times as it takes until he has met
the objective.
How much of what you teach specifies the behavior the
student is to acquire after having engaged in one or
more learning activities?
1. All of what I teach specifies this behavior.
2. Much of what I teach specifies this behavior.
3. Some of what I teach specifies this behavior.
4* A little of what I teach specifies this behavior
How many of your nost-tests match your stated objec-
tives?
] All of t..em match.
2. Many of them match, but a few do not.
3. A few of them match, but many do not.
4. None of them match.
How many of the objectives you use are a part of the
psychomotor domain?
1. Between 0% and 5%.
2. Between 5% and 10%.
3. Between 10% and 25%.
4. More than 25%.
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( 21 ) How many of your learning objective Sbehaviorally? are stated non-
1* All of them are stated this way.
2. Many of them are stated this way.
3. A few of them are stated this way.
4. None of them are stated this way.
( 22 ) How often do you consciously include cognitive
tive and psychomotor goals in your teaching?
’
af fec-
1. I always include all three types of goals.
often include all three types of goals.
3. I seldom include all three types of goals.
• I never include all three types of goals.
(23)
How many of your lessons are evaluated in terms of
their helping students to reach stated objectives?
1. All of them are evaluated in this way.
2. Many of them are evaluated in this way.
3. A few of them are evaluated in this way.
4. None of them are evaluated in this way.
(24)
How often do you tell your students precisely what is
expected of them?
1. I always tell them.
2. I often tell them.
3. I seldom tell them.
4. I never tell them.
(25)
How many of the objectives you use describe an educa-
tional encounter (a situation in which children are to
work, a problem with which they are to cope or a task
in which they are to engage) but do not specify what
from that enco' 1 'ter they are to learn?
1 All of Liiem describe an educational encounter in
this way.
2. Many of them describe an educational encounter in
this way.
3. A few of them describe an educational encounter in
this way.
4. None of them describe an educational encounter in
this way.
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(26) Describe the steps you take to build an instructional unit
(27)
Describe how you manage record keeping of each student's
P i*o^rss s •
(28)
Describe how you inform the parents of your students ex
actly what their children have learned.(29)
Describe what took place yesterday in mathematics.
(30)
Toward what goal were you teaching the activity mentioned
in the previous question?
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(31-37) In what subject matter discipline (s)
objectives the most? do you use behavioral
^M
e
!
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k pr0vided
-
insert the number of the
objectives.
b£S t*“ “t“t tD ”hich
comment
behavioral
1 .
2
.
3.
4.
1
^ t
behavioral objectives all the time in this sub-
I use behavioral objectives often in this subject.
I
seldom use behavioral objectives in this subject
I never use behavioral objectives in this subject.
(31) Language Arts (33)
(32) Mathematics (36)
(33) Science (37)
(34) Social Studies
Health
Humanistic Education
Other (please specify)
(38) Why do you use behavioral objectives more in the subjects to
which you assigned comment 1 or 2 than those to which you as-
signed comment 3 or 4? If you assigned comments 1 or 2 only
or comments 3 or 4 only, would you explain why? (see previousquestion)
(39) In which subject matter discipline(s) do behavioral objectives
work the best? Check those that apply.
Health
Humanistic Education
Other (please specify)
(40) Why do behavioral objectives seem to work better in some sub-
jects (see those that you checked in question 39) than in
others (note those that you did not check in question 39)?
If you checked them all, or if you checked none, would you
explain why?
Language Arts
Mathematics
Science
Socia 1 Studies
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE.
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‘ items m this questionnaire describe typical ac-' li r s, that occur when teachers use behavioral objectives.
Please understand that this is not a test. There are no ,uh ,wrong answers. In fact, we do not even ask your name We siLw
tives
y°U
?hank
eSt d®ScriP“ons about your use of behavioral objec-l
. T you for helping us. J
Biographical Information (Items 1-9 )
( 1 )
( 2 ) Fill in the school and class
(A)
(5)
number as directed by the proctor
(6) Sex:
1. Male 64%
2. Female 36%
(7) Age:
1. 20-29 55%
2. 30-39 18%
3 AO -49 27%
A. 50-59 0%
5. 60 or over 0%
(8) Years of experience in education:
1. 0-3 27%
2. 4-9 50%
3. 10-19 18%
4. 20-29 5%
5. 30 or over 0%
(9) Type of classroom:
1. Contained 82%
2 . Open 18%
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.( 10 )
consti— tha
1- I tell them all the time.
2. I often tell them.
3. I seldom tell them.
4. I never tell them.
9%
55%
36%
0 %
.(ID How many of your learning activities are designed to helpstudents meet stated objectives? P
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
All of them are designed in this way.
Many of them are designed in this way.
A few of them are designed in this way.
None of them are designed in this way.
5%
77%
13%
5%
.(12) How many of the objectives you use are a part of the cog-
nitive domain? 6
1. Less than 50%.
2. Between 50% and 75%.
3. Between 75% and 90%.
4. Between 90% and 100%.
9%
68%
23%
0 %
(13) Fo'- low many f your stated objectives do you use pre
tests ?
1. I use pre-tests for all of them. 0%
2. I use pre-tests for many of them. 32%
3. I use pre-tests for a few of them. 59%
4. I use pre-tests for none of them. 9%
(14) Even though you don't pre-specify all learning outcomes,
how often do your students know precisely what is expected
of them?
1. I pre-specify all learning outcomes. 4%
2. They usually know what is expected of them. 82%
3. They know only when I've told them what is
expected of them. 9%
4. They usually don't know what is expected of
them. 5%
are designed for use
( 15 ) How many of your stated object!
with post-tests?
ves
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
All of them are designed this way.
Many of them are designed this way.few of them are designed this way,
one of them are designed this way.
2 3%
67%
5%
5%
(16)
How many of the objectives
fective domain?
1. Between 0% and 10%.
2. Between 10% and 25%.
3. Between 25% and 50%.
4. More than 50%.
you use are a part of the af-
18%
41%
41%
0 %
(I7) H<™ ***7
^T
GS d° you test each student to see if he hasmet each objective?
1. Zero.
2. Once only.
3. Twice
,
if he did not meet the objective the
first time.
4. As many times as it takes until he has met
the objective.
9%
5%
41%
45%
(18)
How much of what you teach specifies the behavior the
student is to acquire after having engaged in one or morelearning activities?
1. All of what I teach specifies this behavior. 0%
2. Much of what I teach specifies this behavior. 55%
3. Some of what I teach specifies this behavior. 32%
4. A littl" of what I teach specifies this be-
havior
. i oy
(19)
How many of your post-tests match your stated objectives?
1. All of them match. 23%
2. Many of them match, but a few do not. 67%
3. A few of them match, but many do not. 5%
4. None of them match. 5 %
(20)
How many of the objectives you use are a part of the
psychomotor domain?
1 . Between 0% and 5%. 27%
2. Between 5% and 10%. 36%
3. Between 10% and 25%. 23%
4. More than 25%. 14%
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(23)
heLTn^VT leSSOnS are evaluated in terms of theirelping students to reach stated objectives?
All of them are evaluated in this way. u%
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
. . W Clj •Many of them are evaluated in this way.
A few of them are evaluated in this way.
None of them are evaluated in this way.
64%
18%
4%
.(24) How often do you tell your students precisely what ipected of them?
s ex-
1. I always tell them.
2. I often tell them.
3. I seldom tell them.
4. I never tell them.
14%
77%
9%
0 %
(25) How many of tho objectives you use describe an educational
encr 'iter (A s tuation in which children are to work, a
problem with which they are to cope or a task in which they
are to engage) but do not specify what from that encounter
they are to learn?
1. All of them describe an educational encounter
in this way. 0%
2. Many of them describe an educational encounter
in this way. 23%
3. A few of them describe an educational encount-
er in this way. 68%
4. None of them describe an educational encounter
in this way. 9 %
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In this section, you will
them briefly. One or two
more space, feel free to
answers
.
find open ended questions. Please answer
sentences should be adequate. If you need
use the back of the previous page for your
(26) Describe the steps you take to build an Instructional unit
tlvlt?e,°
rted
H
Wrltln8 obJ ectives
.
pre-tests, learning ac-tles, and post-tests; 50% reported following the textor teacher manuals; 18% offered no answer.
(27)
progress.’
h°W y°U reC° rd keCplng ° f each student ' s
73% reported keeping a record book with test scores; 14%reported keeping charts listing the progress of each stu-dent on each objective; and 13% reported with great diffi-
(28) Describe how you inform the parents
what their children have learned.
of your students exactly
100% of the teachers reported that they rely on the use of
traditional report cards with letter grades. 27% of these
teachers reported that they augment the information sent
to parents via the report card with face to face parent
conferences. It is unclear exactly what additional infor-
mation is presented to parents at these conferences.
(29) Describe what took place yesterday in mathematics.
Descriptions of various learning activities were used as
answprs for this item.
(30) Toward what goal were you teaching the activitiy mentioned
in the previous question?
9% described a specific behavioral objective; 23% described
a general goal; 68% answered in a fashion that could be de-
fined as neither a general goal nor a behavioral objective.
(31-37) In what subject matter discipline (s ) do you use behavioral ob-
jectives the most?
73% reported using behavioral objectives all the time or
often in mathematics; 64% reported using behavioral objec-
tives all the time or often in science, whereas 59% re-
ported using behavioral objectives seldom or never in
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<38) llt\r US ! bel;avloral objectives more In the subjects towhich you assigned comment 1 or 2 than those to which you as-signed comment 3 or 4? If you assigned comments 1 or 2 only
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^ ° r °nly
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”°Uld y°U explaln
<see previous
32% reported that "I'm expected to use them In math and/or
f
C enC
»u
3 rtPorted that it Is easier to state objectivesor math and/or science; 1 az stated that they teach only
math or science; and 18% offered no answer.
(39) In which subject matter discipline (s) do behavioral
work the best? Check those that apply.
objectives
11% Language Arts 0% Health
39% Mathematics
_0% Humanistic Education
30% Science 0% Other (please specify)
20% Social Studies
(40) Why do behavioral objectives seem to work better in some sub-
jects (see those that you checked in question 39) than in
others (note those that you did not check in question 39)?
If you checked them all, or if you checked none, would you
explain why?
55% math and science lend themselves to the use of behav-
iors 1 'ibjective 9%—some subjects do not lend themselves
to tiie use of behavioral objectives; 9%—behavioral objec-
tives work well in all subjects; 27%—no answer.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE.
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SCHOOL
TEACHER
INTERVIEWER
INTERVIEW CHECKLIST TO DETERMINE
EXTENT OF TEACHER USE OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
YE^ NO
Are objectives for the unit stated?
2. Are objectives stated in behavioral terms?
Do they state WHAT the learner is expected to do?
b. Do they state HOW WELL the learner is expected to
achieve the objective?
c. Do they make clear UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES the
learner s performance will be evaluated?
3. Are pre-tests included in the unit?
4. Do pre-tests measure behaviors stated in the unit's
obj ectives?
5. Are learning activities stated for each objective?
6. Are alternate learning activities stated for each
objective?
7. Are post-tests included in the unit?
8. Do post-tests measure behaviors stated in the unit's
objectives ?
9. Does the teacher keep records of individual students
in terms of accomplishment of specific learning objec-
tives?
10.
Does the teacher report progress of individual students
to their parents in terms of specific learning objec-
tives?
COMMENTS ON BACK
APPENDIX I
AN ITEM BY ITEM REPORT OF THE RESl'L'
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SCHOOL
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j! I IW VIEWER
I N J’JRVIEW CHi.CKl t FT TO DETERMINE
1 ' l' ENT OF TEACHER USE OF BEHAV 1 OR Al
, OBJECTIVES
J .
3.
5 .
6 .
/ .
8 .
9
in
t, oLje.ci.ives for the unit stated?
m objectives stated in behavioral terms?
,J " lney s,:ale WHAT the learner is expected to do?
0> they state HOW WELL the learner is expected to
achieve the objective?
Ho they make clear UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES the
learner’s performance will be evaluated?
^ p r i e-tests included in the unit?
ho
,
ii tests measure behaviors stated in the unit's
"b | e • 1 1 yes ?
\ii- learning activities- stated for each objective?
*
r
‘ l|te
->t* learning activities stated for each
'!> ie i i ivc?
•'
1 e | 'os t -tests included in the unit?
l>o post tests measure behaviors stated in the unit's
ob j >i i fives?
IT the teacher keep records of individual students
in terms of accomplishment oi specific learning objec-
t ' n s?
In ' tlu* teacher report progress of individual students
f their parents in terms of specific learning objec-
I. i Vt'K
YES NO
82% 18%
18% 82%
68% 32%
18% 82%
18% 82%
50% 50%
32% 68%
95% 5%
77% 2 3%
95% 5%
2 3% 77%
23% 77%
_0% 100%
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APPENDIX J
CORRELATION MATRIX BETWEEN ESESC VARIABLES,
ESESO VARIABLES, BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVE VARIABLES,
AND DEMOGRAPHIC FEATURES
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